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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1975

T H U R S D A Y , MAY 30 , 19 74

U.S. Senate,
Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations,

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 10:10 a.m. in room 1224, Everet t McKin

ley Dirksen Office Build ing, Hon. John L. McClellan (chairman) 
presiding.

Present  : Senators McClellan, Young, Case, and Symington. 

DEPARTME NT OF DE FE NS E 

Budget Priorities

ST A T E M E N T  OF PA U L C. W A R N K E  ON B E H A L F  OF T H E  PR O JE C T ON 
BUD GE T P R IO R IT IE S

committee procedure

Chairman McClellan. The subcommittee will be in order.
This morning the subcommittee will receive testimony from Mr. 

Paul C. Wamke, who served as Assistan t Secretary of Defense fo r 
Internat iona l Security Affairs under Secretary McNamara.

Air. M arnke, I  understand . will present the views of the Projec t on 
Budget Priorities—I assume that  is a committee.

Mr. Warnke. Yes, it is, Senator.
Chairman McClellan. At the outset let us welcome you.
A ou came at our request. Some several days ago T read an article 

in the paper where you as the head of your organization had suggested 
tha t the milit ary budget could be reduced some $14 billion or $15 
billion as I recall and a report of the committee had been made to that  
effect.

It occurred to me as chairm an of thp Appropriations Committee 
and of the Defense Subcommittee that the recommendations from 
this committee of distinguished citizens—I have a list of them here— 
warranted examination and consideration by the Congress. 

economy and the national defense

I felt that  it would be well to invite you to come to testi fy before 
the  sub com mit tee,  discuss the repo rt,  and place emp hasis  on those  areas  
vhere you felt that cuts in the budget request of the Defense Depart - 
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ment could be made as a matter of economy and at the same time not 
unduly weaken the military strength tha t it is advisable for  us to main
tain in order to be prepared for eventualities and to present some de
terrent to would be aggressors who might take advantage of a mili
tary  weakness if we ever reverted to tha t status.

A word of personal concern. We have a strained economy in this 
country today, in my judgment. We have Federal obligations in ex
cess of what is reasonable, taking into account the economy of today. 
How these governmental burdens can be reduced and where they 
should be reduced, in my judgment, is a continuing problem.

There are those who feel tha t all of the cuts made in the military ap 
propr iations should be expended for some other purpose. I  want to see 
the military cut where it can be, but I am also apprehensive not only 
that  we might ult imately  spend ourselves into economic chaos, but tha t 
we may also become a second-rate milita ry power at the risk of our 
destruction.

To find a proper  balance between our capabilities and needs what are 
the proper  priorities, what status of military posture we should main
tain, what level would be the safe level of s trength—all of these give 
me a great deal of concern.

I do not know all the answers. Fo r that reason T support a st rong 
military establishment, and T will continue to support a strong milita ry 
establishment, because I  believe the first prior ity of every individua l 
and of our Government should be self-preservation.

In  this  world today there is a peril to national security, in mv judg
ment, that presents a challenge th at we have to be constantly alert to 
and must t ry to meet.

RE DU CT IO NS  I N  DE FE NSE

Mr. Warlike, T am anxious to find any area where we can make cuts 
in the m ilitary.  I  am confident there are areas where we can. Last year 
this committee reduced the milit ary request bv more than $3 billion, 
as I  recall. We have set that goal again to reduce the request by some 
$3 billion. Tha t does not seem like a large amount. Still it is of some 
consequence. Actually,  I am perfectly willing to go beyond $3 billion 
if I am convinced we can do it without impairing our s trength to the 
degree that it would incur risks th at ought not to be accepted.

I think most members of this subcommittee, the Approp riations 
Committee and the Congress share the views generally that  I  have ex
pressed. There may be some who feel that  national defense is some
thing that, we can almost forget about so that we can spend all of our 
money on social programs and so forth, but I don’t agree with that. 
I do feel tha t there has to be a proper balance found between the so
cial needs and what is imperat ive wi th respect to national security.

Senator  Young. I  would like to add one point, I believe this  defense 
budget can and must be cut. J us t how much and where is a big ques
tion. Your views will be very helpful.

T note tha t you served as an Assistant Secretary of Defense under 
Secretary McNamara. As I recall, he placed most of  the emphasis on 
nuclear power at the expense of conventional weapons.

We did become the greatest nuclear  power in the world but we 
didn’t do so well in the conventional area. For these reasons, I will 
be very much interested in your recommendations.
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Chairman McClellan. Sena tor Symington is with us from the 
Armed Services Committee, as an ex officio member of the Defense 
Subcommittee on Appropr iations.

Senator Symington, do you have any comments?
Senator S ymington. No comment, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you.
Chairman McClellan. Mr. Warnke, do you have a prepared 

statement ?
Mr. W arnke. I do have a prepared statement. I thought with your 

permission, Mr. Chairman, I would not read it but submit it for the 
record and  endeavor to h ighl ight  some of the points in i t and some of 
the points in the report.

Chairm an McClellan. Very well. Let me suggest at th is time that 
the repo rt to Congress on mili tary  policy and budget priorit ies, fis
cal 1975, be made exhibit A to your testimony so that it will be a p art  
of the record.

Mr. Warnke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

prepared statement

Chairm an McClellan. You may proceed now in your own way. 
Your statement, if you don’t want to read it, will be pr inted  in the 
record in full at this point.

[The statement follows:]
Statement of Paul C. Warnke

There can be no argu men t abo ut our need for  strong defen se forces. These 
have been provided and mus t be maintained. But the  level of financing for this 
fiscal year is certa inly  more tha n ade qua te to provide for  our physical securi ty 
and  for our  support of the  allianc es that  are  imp ortant  to th at  security. An 
increase  in constan t doll ars of almost 10% is not wa rra nte d for  fiscal year 1975.

PRIORITIES AND INFL AT ION

Our tru e nat ional secur ity, moreover, involves elements oth er tha n mili tary  
forces. The preservation  of our  free society requ ires th at  the leg itim ate asp ira 
tions of our people be met and th at  we maintain a level of educat ion and  a stand
ard of living that  will ensu re domestic tranqui lity . A few days ago, Dr. Ar thu r 
Burns, Cha irman of the Federal Reserve Board, noted his apprehensions  about 
the  abi lity  of our society to surv ive if the  current explosion of inflat ion should 
cont inue and  should deprive  those  in our vita l cen ter of the ir sha re of comfort, 
well-being and  financial securi ty.

In the  ligh t of the current int ern ational envi ronment and our  press ing eco
nomic problems, our nat ional security cannot, in my opinion, tol era te the  pro
posed sub stantial increase in the defense budget.

1975 DEFENSE INC REASE  REQUESTED

For  the  fac t is that , despite attem pte d mathematica l man ipula tions , the de
fense author iza tion requested for  fiscal year 1975 represen ts a sub stantial real 
incre ase over the current defense budget. I believe tha t, instead, the  Congress 
should ado pt a “hold-the-line” approac h and should requi re, in addit ion, an 
economy/efficiency dividend of at  lea st a modest amount. The financ ial prudence 
thus required would p revent what app ears to be the  o therwise  inexorable  growth 
of our mil itar y expenditures, a grow th that  threaten s to engross  the  l ion's share 
of the actua l budget autho rity  con trollable  by Congress through  the  regular ap
pro pria tion  processes.

CONG RESS IONA L CONTROL OF FU ND ING

For  fiscal yea r 1975, the tota l amoun t of money actual ly con trollable  by Con
gress  in the  Federal  budge t is $141.8 billion. The  r es t of the  Federal  budget does



not cons ist of funds  that  may he assigned by Congress to the var ious Federal 
programs. Most of it consists ins tead of tru st fund s—money rais ed and ear 
marked specifically for such items as Social Security,  highways and retirement 
program s. And of the tota l cont rollable money of $141.8 billion, the requested 
autho rity  for  the  Departmen t of Defense alone is over 60%.

As I see it, therefore, the “awesome” Federal spending  which Dr. Burns calls 
a major cause of the infla tiona ry storm can never be brought into check unless 
Congress decides to control and limi t the  g rea ter  part of those Feder al expendi
tures which it can control, that  is, our mili tary  budget.

The real  increase now proposed is, in tota l disregard of these vita l economic 
cons idera tions , over 9%. If Congress accepts this, on the basis of unsubstant iate d 
emotional cries  for more weapons of wa r to ensure  world peace, ther e is reason to 
fear  that  future defense budgets will continue to grow at this ra te  and  exceed, in 
a few years, $140 billion.

What I am discussing here, it should be noted, are  real increases  which take 
into account the inflat ionary trends which our mili tary  budget does so much to 
foster. Thus,  for example, in determining the real increase requested for fiscal 
1975, I have  adjusted Congressional appropriations  for  the current year  to 
reflect pay and  price increases. Tak ing  the tota l milita ry budget for 1974, in
cluding AEC mil itary  programs, Congress enacted a tota l of $85 billion. In con
sta nt  dolla rs, a “hold-the-line” budget for  fiscal 1975 would be about $90 billion. 
But  the amount requested, again inclu ding Atomic Energy  programs, is about 
$98 billion.

COMPARISON  OF 1974  AND 19 75 BUDGET

As I have suggested, the Adm inis trat ion presenta tion dis tor ts the  real  com
parison between the budget as passed by Congress for the present year and the 
request for  th e next fiscal year. Added retroact ively  to the 1974 to tal is an  amount 
of $2.1 billion  for  new arms for fiscal 1975, described as a “rea diness” supple
ment shown as necessary by the events of the October war in the  Middle East.  
This amount is for new capability. It  was never a pa rt of the cur ren t defense 
budget, and,  if accepted  by Congress, it  belongs only in the  fiscal 1975 figure.

EMER GENC Y AID TO ISRAEL

Also arti ficially  inflating the curre nt budget figure is the  emergency aid to 
Isra el in the amount of $2.2 billion. Th is is a non-recurr ing item unrelated to 
United  Sta tes force structur e. Valid comparison between defense budgets for 
fiscal 1974 and fiscal 1975 requires delet ion of these funds, the greater  share of 
which the White House has announced will be repaid  by Isra el.

REASONS FOR 1975 DEFEN SE INC REA SES

Various rationa liza tion s have been advanced  for increased defense  app ropria
tions for fiscal 1975. None of them seem to me persuasive. To protect ourselves 
aga inst aggression , the  present level of fund ing is ce rtainly more than  adequate  to 
mainta in and sensibly to modernize our  immense mil itary power. If from our 
present position of strength we canno t negotia te effectively in such are as  as the 
limi tation of nuc lear  arms  and the redu ction of forces in Europe, then the fault 
must lie in some othe r aspect of our bargaining policy. And. partic ula rly  in the 
light  of the wise warning  of Dr. Burns, effor ts to stim ulat e the  economy by the 
unproduct ive avenu e of increased defense expe nditu res are des truc tive  and 
disastrous.

Despite differences about the Middle Ea st and other are as of the world and 
desp ite widely divergen t perspectives on social values and economic policy, the 
United States and the Soviet Union have had to recognize the need to avoid 
milita ry conf ronta tion.  The majo r purpose of o ur mili tary  forces is to neutral ize 
Soviet mil itary power and prevent  any miscalculation  about the advantage s of it s 
use to  achieve political ends. In the circumstances of this mil itar y stand-off, true 
world influence will depend much more on rela tive success in prov iding  a func
tioning and harmonious society tha n it will on any flexing of mi lita ry muscle 
or efforts to ga in a meaningless edge in some aspect of weaponry. With  respec t to 
negotia tions, the development of new nuc lear weapons, above and beyond the 
basic systems now in existence, can only fu rth er  complicate the  intensely trou
blesome problem of securing  effective contro l. Some of the prosrrams suggested 
are, moreover, of a na ture to arouse fea rs of preemptive stri kes  and hence furth er  
to stimulat e a stra teg ic a rms race.
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REDUCT IONS RECOMMENDED BY COMMITTEE

Th e re port  pre pare d  fo r th e P ro je ct  on Bud ge t P ri o ri ti es su gg es ts  a num be r of  
a re as in  which  re duct io ns may  be m ad e in  th e m il it a ry  bu dg et  pr op os ed  fo r 
fiscal  1975. The  li st  is  by no  m ea ns  ex hau st iv e.  B u t it  se rv es  to sh ow  th e fe a s i
bi lit y, w ith ou t er os io n in  our m il it ar y  st re ng th , of  leve lin g off now  th e am oun t of  
ou r bu dg etar y re so urc es  de vo ted  to m il it a ry  m an po w er  an d har dw ar e.

One of  th e a re as w her e re du ct io ns  ca n be mad e is th ro ugh th e re co nsi der at io n  
of overly co mp lex  and  in ord in at el y  ex pe ns iv e wea po ns  pr og ra m s which  pro vi de  
only in cr em en ta l add it io nal ca pa bi lit y,  if  an y a t al l. Som e of  th es e pro gra m s,  
th ou gh  they  do no t loom  la rg e in  th e bu dg et  now prop osed , wo uld re quir e b il 
lio ns  of  do llar s ea ch  y ear if  they  are  al lo wed  to co nt in ue . Some, such  a s  .the  ne w  
tec hnology fo r bo th  ta c ti ca l an d st ra te g ic  nucle ar we apons, co uld ac tu a ll y  
de cr ea se  det er re nc e and  le ssen  o ur  s ec ur ity .

OVERSEAS FORCE REDUCTION

In  th e li gh t o f. heavy  man po wer  co sts , moreo ve r, it  is es se ntial  th a t Con gr es s 
sc ru tini ze  c los ely  th e  n ee d fo r th e m ai nt en an ce  of some  of ou r fo rces , p a rt ic u la rl y  
th e ap pr ox im at el y 500,000  now  st at io ned  ov er se as . I t is  dif ficult  fo r me  to  see  th e  
pu rp os e of  ke ep ing ove r 180,000 A m er ic an  m il it ary  pe rson ne l st il l st a ti oned  in  
th e W es te rn  P ac ifi c and  A sia .

The re  ha s been  a good  bit  of  ba ck in g and fil lin g on th e no n- m il itar y ra ti onale  
fo r an  in cr ea se  in  th e m il it a ry  bu dg et  fo r fisc al 1975. A dm in is tr at io n sp ok es men  
ad m it  th a t th e  re ques t wo uld ha ve  bee n lower  ex ce pt  fo r th e des ir e to  st im ula te  
th e eco nomy / bu t th ere  has  bee n no cl ar if ic at io n as  to  how  mu ch  th e bu dg et  has 
bee n in fl at ed  a nd  w he re  th e ad de d m ill ions  or  bi lli on s ha ve  been in je ct ed . W hat 
is cl ea r is th a t th e budget  re qu es t sh ou ld  be st ri pped  down  to it s m il it a ry  ess en 
tial s.  Th e ac cu m ula tion  of  m il it ar y  h ard w are  fo r which  no cl ea r m il it ary  ne ed  
ex is ts  ha rd ly  se ts  a no ble ex am pl e of  in te rn ati onal m ora li ty . As a m ea ns  of  
eco nomic st im ula tion , mo reov er , it  is  co ns pi cu ou sly ine ffic ien t. S tu di es  of  th e  
B ur ea u of Lab or  S ta ti s ti c s show  th a t a  bi lli on  dollar s in de fens e sp en di ng  yie ld s 
ab ou t 5,000 les s jo bs  th an  th e sa m e ex pen diture  on healt h  an d al m os t 30,000 les s 
jobs  th an  wo uld  be cre a te d  if  th e fu nds were sh ar ed  w ith  st a te  an d loc al gove rn 
men ts  fo r educ at io na l pu rpos es .

CE ILING ON MILITARY BUDGET RECOMMENDED

Th e stud y we  ha ve  pr es en te d reco mmen ds  th a t th e  Co ng res s se t a ce il in g th is  
yea r on th e to ta l m il it a ry  budget.  Th e re du ct io n from  th e am ou nt  au th ori zed  by 
Co ngres s fo r th e p re se n t fiscal  y ea r wo uld  be a ve ry  mod es t one. W hat  i s su gg es te d 
is, ac tu al ly , an  in cr ea se  in  th e ab so lu te  am ou nt  to  refle ct co ns ta nt  do llar s,  but a 
re al  de crea se  of  about 3% . It  is fu r th e r su gg es ted th a t Co ng res s an no un ce  it s 
pr es en t in te nt io n to  ta ke  a si m ilar  ap pr oa ch  fo r ea ch  year ov er  a fiv e-ye ar  pe riod , 
ad op tin g the fiscal  1974 m il it ar y bu dg et  as  a s ta rt in g  po int, in cr ea si ng  it  fo r 
th e effects of  in fl at io n an d requ ir ing,  ea ch  yea r,  a cu t fo r econom y an d eff icie ncy . 
Thi s wo uld  give  th e Defen se  D ep ar tm en t som e gu id an ce  in  it s own fina nc ia l 
plan ning . I t wo uld  al so  av oid pre ci p it at e cu ts  th a t m ig ht  cre at e w as te  or give  an  
un w an te d si gna l of  de cr ea se d reso lve  to  pro te ct  our nat io nal  in te re st s.  Sho ul d 
th e in te rn ati onal cl im ate  wo rse n, th e pla n  of  co ur se  could  be re co ns id er ed  and 
rev ise d.

Som e ha ve  su gg es te d th a t it  is  un so un d or  risk y to  a tt em pt to im pose  a ce il in g 
on the de fe ns e bu dg et . B ut  I be lie ve  th a t it s gro w th  ca nn ot  be curt a il ed  in  an y 
ot he r fa sh ion.  The  si m pl e el im in at io n of  p a rt ic u la r pr og ra m s would  m ea n th a t 
th e money  th us “sa ved " could  in fa ct be d iv er te d  to o th er  Pen tago n use s.

As we al l know , m il it a ry  bu dg et in g lik e al l o th er bu dg et in g ne ce ss ar ily  invo lv es  
th e es ta bl is hm en t of  a ceilin g. W ithi n th e  Pen ta go n,  th e Sec re ta ry  of  D ef en se  
m us t ha ve  in  mind some to ta l fig ure as  th e max im um  th a t he ca n pr es en t. The  
Office of M an ag em en t an d Bu dg et no rm al ly  uses  it s au th ori ty  to pu sh  th e to ta l 
dow n fu rt h e r in th e li ght of ov er-a ll Fed er al  bu dg et ar y re qu irem en ts . Th e is su e 
here,  th er ef or e,  is w heth er Co ng res s sh ou ld  bl indly ac ce pt  th e ce ili ng  fig ure p re 
se nt ed  to it  or  w heth er it s own as se ssm en t of  nati onal p ri ori ti es  ma y be u ti li ze d  
in  de te rm in in g w hat  pe rc en ta ge  of  our bud ge ta ry  re so ur ce s shou ld  be de vo ted 
to de fens e re qu es ts .



RE ASSESSME NT OF DEFENSE WORLD ROLE

Fina lly, I would like to note that  the suggested level of mil itar y appropr iations 
asumes no reasessmen t of the  role of our mili tary  power in today's world. In 
stead, it assumes the con tinuation of the premises that  have  guided our force 
planning  for a t leas t the pas t decade. I would hope, however, th at  Congress might  
begin to consider a different approach, one that  begins with an analysis of the 
foreig n policy that  should he followed by the United  Sta tes and proceeds from 
the re to a determination  of the mil itary forces that  a re necessary, or even useful, 
to implement this  fore ign policy. Much in ou r force planning today is the  resul t of 
an absence  of any rela tionship  to our foreign policy. This  is not, in my opinion, 
the faul t of our mil itary  leaders. They need to be told, and have not been told, 
the  circumstances under which the United Sta tes may use mili tary  force to 
achieve foreign policy objectives.

In my view, such circ umstances should be rare  indeed. We have, I believe, dis 
covered that  the use of our mi lita ry power to affect polit ical resu lts in foreign 
countries is self-defeating and even calamitous. We should by now know tha t our 
direct  mili tary  intervent ion in local or regional conflicts will only accelerate the 
fighting  and risk a confronta tion  between the mil itary superpowers . We should 
by now know that  firepower is no substitute  for  a sound and  rea list ic foreign  
policy.

CONTROL OF NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

I am concerned also that  much of our defense plann ing ignores the grim facts 
of the  nuclear age. World War II  will never be fought again . Major conflict be
tween the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. would not involve an endu rance test  between 
conventiona l forces, at  land  or at  sea. The fight would be brief,  with the com
ba tants draw ing back in horror.  Or it would be a bit longer, and fat al to both 
sides.

World secur ity in the las t qu ar ter of this centu ry will depend on the abili ty 
to control fu rth er nuclea r prolife ration,  and to prevent the materials for atomic 
weapons fallin g into hands of ter ror ists, not on the main tenance of mili tary  
forces to keep th e peace.

We are, fortunately , not beset  by internatio nal  enemies. We enjoy friendly 
neighbors and safe borders. We have  allies  whose a llegiance is based on mutual 
intere st and political and cultu ral  similar ity, not on compulsion. We can, unde r 
these  ci rcumstances, afford to level off our defense expenditu res. Indeed, our true 
nat ion al secur ity demands tha t we do so.
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Summary of Feasible Reductions 
in FY 1975 Milita ry Budget Authority  

($ bi llions)

GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 5.9

Asia comm itted forces 2.4
Indian Ocean carr ier .1
Reserves .6
Procuremen t 2.8

MILITARY EFFICIENCY 4.0

Mil itary  support personnel 2.0
Civilian  bureaucracy 2.0

STRATEGIC FORCES 2.5

Counter force program .3
Trident submarine 1.4
B-l bomber .5
Stra tegic defense .3

SOUTHEAST ASIA MILITARY ASSISTANCE 1.4

MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 1.1

TOTAL FEASIBLE REDUCTIONS 14.9
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Mo ney Bills in Con gress
Distr ibut ion of the  $141.8 bi llio n in reques ted  FY 1975 

budget au thor ity  co nt ro lla ble by Co ngress through 
the  re gu la r ap pr op ria tio n pr oc es s1

Tota l
SI41.8 Billion

Nat iona l
Defense

Functions4

S90.5
63.8%

Departm ent  o f Defense S79.8

Appropriat ions 
for  Other 
Functions 

S51.3 
36.2%

M ili ta ry  Const ruc tion S 3.4
M ili ta ry  Assistance* S 1.9
A EC* $ 3.1
Proposed programs ’ S .3
Pay allowances' S 2.0
Ag ricult ure.  Environmen tal
and Consumer Protection S 5.0

Foreign Assistance S 1.5
HU D . Space.
Science and Veterans S S.4

In te rio r (rela ted agencies) S 3.2

La bor. HE W
(related agencies) S II .4

Public  Wo rks S 2.6
State. Justice. Commerce,

Jud iciary (related agencies) S 5.3
Tra nsporta tion S 3.3
Treasu ry, Postal Service
and General Government S 2.9

Other S 7.7
' J oin t Comm ittee on Reduction o f Federal Expenditu res, U S. Congress. “ 1975 Budget Scorekeeping 

Report (S ta ll Report No. 1) A p ri l 11. 1974, Table II . page 37. The remainder of the budget (5 5’T) has 
been made available  in ma ndato rs,  permanent and trust fund programs established in law and, therefo re, 
is relatively unc ontro llab le by Congress.

’ I  b i J .. Table 6. page 21.
’ Executive Of fice o f the President . Of fice o f Management and Budget. The Budget o f the Uni ted S lates
Governmen t F ) Z9 '5.  page 19 1.

1 Ib id ,.  Table 13, page 303. (De fines nat ional defense functions)
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MILITARY POLICY AND BUDGET PRIORITIES

The Nixon Ad mini str ati on  has prop osed to Congress the  
larges t peacet ime  milit ary  budget in our  his tory. The  Ad 
minis tra tion juggles  its figures to seek to give the impress ion 
that  the proposed  increase over last  y ear  is only large enoug h to 
cover pay and price increas es — abo ut S5 billion. But the tru th 
is that , if all the reques ts tha t are  really pa rt of the FY 1975 
program  are count ed,  the actual  increase  is about SI3 billion. 
This proposal  com es at a time when the  Adminis tra tion is 
freez ing budgets  and  imp ounding funds appro pri ate d by 
Congress  for vital dome stic pro grams . Mo reover , the Secre tary 
of  Defense has ad mitted  tha t his requ est for nat ional defense 
need s would have been more than  S6 billion lower had he not 
been encoura ged to include  funds in the hope that more mil itary 
buy ing might stave of f a recess ion.

The huge size of  the reques t, the att em pt  to cam ouf lage the
it a i iiiviCdSC iium idst VCai diiu lil t vpun d u u ''" 'u n  ma t VAiid
billions  for the Penta gon are  includ ed to stimu late the economy 
ma ke  it more necessary  than  ever that Congress  looks in
dep end ent ly and cri tically at the real need for mil itar y spending 
to serve our  natio nal  intere sts  — and at how much of the Nixon 
Ad mini str ati on 's pro pos als  involves waste, con tinuan ce of  u n
wise past  pro gra ms  and unsound effort s at pum p-prim ing .

In this rep ort , we p rop ose  an appro ach  to end the  remorseless 
growth  of the defen se bud get . Also outl ined are  c ertain  feasible 
measures tha t can be tak en and pro gram s that can be cut 
withou t risk to our na tio na l security . These reduct ions, which 
are  illustra tive  ra ther  tha n com prehensive , would  total near ly 
S15 billion , well in excess of the  am ount necessa ry to achieve  the  
S il  billion in savings we recommen d for FY 1975.

THE REAL FY 1975 BUDGET

Despite  the end of  dire ct U.S . comb at in South east Asia and 
the  much-a dvertised de ten te,  the mil itar y budget* for FY 1975, 
accur ate ly calc ula ted , is sign ifica ntly  higher tha n tha t for FY 
1974. As shown in the  tab le,  aft er pay and price increases are  
tak en into accoun t, the  net increase  ( FY 1975 const ant dollars)
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amounts to S8.0 billion or 9.4 percent. This increase in real 
spending indicates that  military functions are being expanded 
very substantially.

Military Budgets
(bud ge t auth ori ty in bil lions  of d ollars )

FY 1974 FY 1975

Enacted by Congress:1 Administration request:'
76 S Denartment o! Defense 9 1 .0

Military assistance 4.2 Military assistance 1.9
A EC - military 2.4 AEC - military 3.1

Add supplementals:’ Add supplemental for
“ readiness” ’ 2.1

Pay increases 3.4
Fuel price increases .5
Middle East payback .2

Delete (for comparison):
Emergency aid to Israel3 -2.2

Total FY 1974 85.0 Total FY 1975 98.1

Increase from FY 1974 to FY 1975 13.1 (15.4%)
Less pay and price increases
(DoD estimate) 5.1*

Real increase from FY 1974 to FY 1975 8.0 (9.4%)

1 Source : Budget o f  the L nit ed  Slate s Governm ent:  Fiscal Year 1975, Table  13 naee 
30.3. H b

3 Ib id.,  pace 73.
' Office  of  the Ass istant Secre tary  of  Defense (Public  Affairs ). “ FY 1975 D epartment 
of  Defense Budge t” . News Release 43-74. Feb. 4, 1974.

These actual figures are distorted by the Administration’s 
budget presentation.  The Administration claims an increase in 
budget authority of only S6.6 billion or 7.4 percent, creating the 
illusion that this year s mili tary budget, in Sec reta ry 
Schlesinger's words, in real terms “ means doing no more than 
holding our own as compared to 1974".
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This illusion depends on two key budget manipulations:
•  Last year's budget would be retroactively increased 

through a S2.1 billion “supplemental” to buy new 
capability. This kind of request — made at the same 
time as the FY 1975 budget — should properly be sub
mitted as part of that budget.

•  Aid of S2.2 billion for Israel — not a direc t part of the 
defense costs for the U.S. — is counted in the FY 1974 
figures to which the FY 1975 request is compared. The 
FY 1975 budget, as presented, does not include any com
parable request for Israel. White House Deputy Press 
Secretary Warren, moreover, has announced that Israel 
»>ill be  c xpcci eu  io  pay  oaCK i  1.2 Pi lli on  nt  :i,i% a r r n < :  ;” d.

Despite the attempted distortion, the FY 1975 request is 
higher in absolute amount than any peacetime military budget 
in our history, higher indeed than any during the Vietnam War 
years. Even allowing for the reduced value of today's  dollars, 
the contrast with other post-war budgets is striking. By 1948, 
the defense budget was less than 10%of its World War II high; 
after Korea, in two years defense spending fell to45% of its 1952 
peak.

The Administration has fostered the impression that the in
creased military request results largely from military pay and 
the cost of  the volunteer force. But compared to FY 1974, other 
areas of the budget have been increased more. For example, 
procurement is up 23.4 percent (S5 billon), research, develop
ment, test and evaluation would get a 15.9 percent increase 
(SI .3 billion) and operation and maintenance would rise by 
13.7 percent (S3.3 billion). By contrast, the costs for active duty 
military personnel have increased only 6.5 percent or SI.6 
billion. If the volunteer force were terminated, no more than 
$750 million would be saved.
•F or  purposes o f this analysis, the m ili ta ry  budget includes funding fo r the Department of  
Defense, M ili ta ry  Assistance Program and mili ta ry  activ ities of  the At om ic Energy Commis
sion.



13

ECO NOMIC S AND THE MIL ITARY BUDGET

Secretary  Schlesinger told the Mahon Defense Ap
propriations Subcommittee in February that his budget request 
would have been only S85 billion (TOA), instead of the $91.3 
billion actually sought, except that this large amount was added 
to the FY 1975 military budget request to try to stimulate the 
economy during the present downturn. No one outside the Nix
on Administration can know exactly where this anti-recession 
padding has been hidden. But it is clear that inflating the 
military budget is a grossly wasteful device for economic 
stimulation.

Any form of government spending arguably can stimulate 
economic activity. But, for four primary reasons, spending 
through the Department of Defense is a clumsy and crude ap
proach when compared to other available measures. First, 
military spending is generally slower in impact than increasing 
other programs because of built-in lags necessary for cost- 
ef fect ive  rn n tr u r li n o  Fionrps nn in tb» knrlr»«t Hnnn
iiiv iii ilia*. uCaiij r / vz pc ic uu i oi u it  uu ug ci  liiei  cas es  in
military programs that might be used for stimulation will not be 
expended until after  July 1, 1975. Greate r military spending 
thus would have its major impact not when it might help but at 
the time when boom conditions are predicted by the Ad
ministration. 1I

Second, countercyclical spending is less desirable through the 
Department of Defense than through other federal agencies, 
because it cannot be targeted to particular geographic depressed 
areas as effectively. The locations of the military  contractors or 
the installations at which stimulative spending could take place 
have no necessary correlation to economic trouble spots, es
pecially if contrac ts are to be awarded on an efficient and com
petitive basis.

Third, military spending goes largely to industries employ
ing skilled, well-paid workers. Unemployment is most severe 
among unskilled, low-income people. Because of the high rate 
of inflation in food and fuel, this same group suffers even 
greater hardships from present economic conditions. Increasing 
the military budget provides little in the way of  direct relief for 
the hardest hit among the unemployed.
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Fourth, military spending as a stimulus to the economy is 
particularly wasteful, because, instead of creating social capital 
and providing services vitally needed in our states, cities, and 
rura l communities, it crea tes only superfluous military 
hardware.

To grasp the significance of the S6 billion injected into the 
military budget for non-military reasons. Congress need only 
look at the amounts of total federal funding for other programs: 
education (S7.5 billion), drug abuse enforcement and prevention 
(S750 million), community development and housing ($6.4 
billion), manpower (S3.3 billion), pollution control ($700 
million), general revenue sharing (S6.2 billion), energy research 
(S2.1 billion). The Adminis tration has impounded some $11 
billion for water treatment, housing, health, education, 
welfare and mass transportation using as a justification the need 
for greate r fiscal responsibility. When $375 million for urban 
transit is impounded at a time of both an energy crisis and high 
unemployment while S6 billion is pumped into the Pentagon, it 
would seem that the Adminis tration favors unneeded military

pi ograms.

Of course, spending for other government programs is not the 
only alternative to greater  Pentagon waste as a means to 
provide the needed degree of economic stimulation. Instead, 
more money could be put into the hands of the working people 
who are hit hardest by both recession and inflation through ex
panded and extended unemployment compensation benefits, 
quick-impact local programs of public employment, a tem
porary reduction of the social security withholding rate or a 
reduction in the income tax on low incomes.

While the economy is experiencing a slowdown, inflation is 
rampaging. This unique economic quandary — known as 
stagflation — means that if federal spending is used to influence 
economic activity emphasis should be placed on both job crea
tion and inflation control. Military spending is perhaps the 
worst form of federal spending in this regard. As noted on the 
recent “ Monthly Economic L etter" of the First National City 
Bank of New York, “Historically, it has seldom proved good 
economics to give an economy a fiscal shot in the arm by upping 
defense outlays". In reference to the proposed increase for FY 
1975, they add, “the result could be inflationary stimulus to an
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economy that has already started on the road to recovery”.
Military spending contributes to inflation, because it diverts 

resources which are then not available to meet demand by con
sumers or other agencies of government. As demand is being 
stimulated by counter-recessionary spending through the 
military budget, there will be greater upward pressure on prices 
for goods than normally is the case with military spending. As 
output nears production capacity the pressure on prices 
becomes even more intense.

THE REAL WORLD OF TODAY 
AND MILITARY NEEDS

The large real increase in proposed defense expenditures 
would suggest that somehow the military threat  to the United 
States  has increased. If this were so, the Administration would 
have been derelict in its failure to alert the people of the United 
States to the greate r danger. But it is not so. Rather, as 
Secretary Schlesinger recognizes in his current Posture State
ment, the world is ‘‘militarily dominated by two states — ours 
and the Soviet Union” . He asserts that ‘‘the Soviet Union has 
historically been a relatively prudent and sober power” and that 
the contingencies of any Soviet aggression against Western 
Europe are ‘‘unlikely” .

Instead of warnings of greater military threats, we are told 
that an era of confronta tion has yielded to an era of negotiation. 
Current activity supports this contention. The United States 
and the Soviet Union are engaged in continuing talks on the 
limitation of s trategic nuclear arms, and President Nixon still 
Dians !cr a summit review in M oscow  w ii h in  the next rn nn le  o f  
months. Other negotiations between the super-powers include 
those on mutual troop  reductions in Central Europe and on 
European security and cooperation. We and the U.S.S.R . are 
co-participants in the Geneva conference intended to bring 
stable peace to the Middle East.

In Asia, the military capacilitv of the People's Republic of 
China is dwarfed by our own st rategic ai r and naval forces. Our 
relations with China have improved, and there is now an ex
change of high diplomatic  representatives. The only current 
threat of Russian or Chinese aggression in Asia is that of a

3 7 -1 99  0  -  74 - 2
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possible fratricidal fight between these two great Communist 
powers. Their mutual hostility helps restrain each from military 
adventures elsewhere.

We are, after tragic delay, no longer fighting or bombing in 
Indochina. The Secretary of Defense notes that this is the “ first 
budget in a decade or more that does not include support of 
United States forces in combat".

Further swelling of our defense budget cannot helpfully affect 
the course of events in the Middle East. We have already in 
abundance the military power that lends weight to our 
diplomatic efforts to bring about a settlement. Steps have been 
taken in the past and can be taken in the future, outside the 
regular defense budget, to see that Israel has the arms it needs 
for its own defense. And certainly any direct U.S. military in
volvement would only hazard a confrontation  there between the 
military superpowers with disastrous consequences for Israel 
and for world peace.

Nor does the United States enter this new era of international 
relations militarily weak. Despite the tendency of the Nixon 
Administration and the military services to poor-mouth U.S. 
defense capability at budget time, the U.S. retains important 
advantages over the U.S.S.R.  militarily. For example, the U.S. 
has been about five years ahead of the Soviets in the develop
ment of MIRV's , multiple warheads which can be aimed at 
separate targets, and will continue to lead them in the number 
of missile warheads well into the 1980's no matte r what the 
Russians do. Nevertheless, we are moving on to the next 
generations of nuclear warheads without waiting to see whether 
this dangerous and expensive race can be halted. The U.S. does 
not lead the U.S.S.R. in every category of weapons or units — 

ii w u  seek iu  uu  so.  we are todav the s :. -i ,n w u  m il it a ry  
power in history. W hat we must maintain is the strength, 
together with our allies, to deter or deflect any Soviet aggres
sion against our terr itory or that of nations whose security is in
tegral to our own.

But, despite these facts, we are asked now to supply more tax 
dollars for defense appropria tions and expenditures, while badly 
needed domestic programs are starved for funds and inflation 
runs rampant . Our true national security is sacrificed to a 
mindless drive for more weapons of unneeded complexity and



17

inordinate expense and for the maintenance at home and 
overseas of military forces designed for contingencies in which 
our military involvement would disserve our national interests. 
For our true national security is neither measured nor insured 
by tanks, planes, missiles, warships and armed men but by the 
fundamental strength, unity and confidence of our people in our 
institutions, our economy and our society. We do not protect 
but endanger that real security by excessive military spending.

GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

Feasible savings: 
$5.9 billion

General purpose forces — Army and Marine divisions, land 
and sea based tactical aircraft and naval vessels other than 
strategic missile submarines — are the most expensive part of 
our military budget. They absorb, with their support, at least 60 
percent of the total budget.

Policy and deployments
Our general purpose forces and where they are deployed are a 

major key to our foreign policy in reality — as opposed to our 
n n l i r v  in  w -o rd c T h e  w o r ld  h a s  ch an ce d m uc h in the last de ca de .
’ 'f.- . n - - - o f----- -fU U l  L I l C  M .» ! I V  V l l l l U l l d i  1 V 1 W O  V I  « i a v  x / l l l i v d  I i u « v  v n v 4 l » ^ v v *

little. Even on the Defense Department's grossly inflated “ cons
tant dollars" basis, which minimizes current costs, we are spen
ding virtually as much on general purpose forces in 1975 as we 
spent in 1964 to maintain a strikingly similar force structure. 
The Pentagon claims that our conventional forces have declined 
sharply since 1964, but the (ruth is that the “peacetime" force 
for the 70's, although quantitatively somewhat smaller, is 
qualitatively far more powerful than in 1964. We maintain  es
sentially the same number of tactical air wings. The Navy has 
the same number of attack carriers and three times as many 
nuclear attack submarines. The Pentagon itself explains the 
significant decline in the number of surface war ships as due to



18

retirement of “ marginally effective ships" . The small decrease 
in the number of ground divisions from 19-1/3 to 16 has 
reflected deactivation of forces remaining in 1964 from the 
earlier Berlin buildup and the abandonment of plans to fight 2- 
1/2 major land wars simultaneoulsy in Asia and Europe. (The 
number ol divisions is now to be increased.) The individual 
weapons in the 1974 force now are immensely more powerful 
and sophisticated than those of 1964. To give just one example, 
the number of helicopters in the Army has doubled in that 
period and the capability of each has greatly increased.

Our deployments of these forces are also relatively little 
changed despite the vast changes in the world. The Asian 
deployments merit more attention than they have received. 
Even after the end of direct U.S. military involvement in the 
fighting in Southeast Asia and 24 years after the Korean con
flict broke out, we still station some 181,000 troops in the 
Western Pacific and Asia, about two-thirds as many as in 
Europe. Most of the 36,000 troops based in Thailand are 
classified as incremental to the baseline force and are intended 
solely for possible reintervention into Vietnam hostilities. In ad
dition, despite what we should have learned from the Vietnam 
experience about the folly of  fighting a major land war in Asia, 
much of our general purpose force at home is committed to just 
such a possibility. Independent estimates of baseline force 
allocations slot at least 3 of our 16 ground divisions and 8 of our 
39 tactical air wings to Asian contingencies.

We recommend that most of the forces maintained for Asian 
intervention, including the incremental force earmarked for Vietnam, be eliminated. This  re du ct io n n f th e f o r p p  c t r i j p t n r p
H I  1 1 I - I I r l  ,  r , S? 1 A  O  1 • . * T" ~  r  -t • : * ’ ' P.  .... wi ..nn ,m u  in iiivietuviiui* ’.Dais • ui Viet
nam plus another SI.9 billion for demobilization of 3 divisions, 
8 air wings and one carrier with attendant direct fleet and shore 
support.

A minimal first step Congress could take this year should be 
withdrawal and demobilization of 125,000 U.S. military per
sonnel stationed in Asia. This would include the 36,000 troops 
in Thailand and our division in Korea. Even without the U.S. 
ground forces in Korea, the South Koreans would retain about 
a 2-to-l advantage over the North Korean army. More than 20 
years after the Korean War these forces serve only to foreclose 
the option of non-involvement of American personnel in the
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event of conflict. Now the time has come to eliminate  this last 
remaining automatic commitment of American forces outside 
of Europe. The American forces remaining in Asia after this 
125.000 reduction would be more than ample to provide 
stabilizing evidence of continued American interest.

The most hotly debated aspect of our overseas deployments 
have been the forces stationed in Europe. In the interest of the 
United Slates, providing the forces necessary to give the NATO 
alliance military and political credibility must remain our 
highest conventional force priority. However, Congress has 
properly insisted that our allies neutralize the effect of our 
NATO forces on our balance of payments through the device of 
off-set payments.

There is cer tainly no military necessity nor any diplomatic 
purpose for maintenance of all our present 300,000 troops in 
Europe indefinitely. Nor  can we wait indefinitely for complex 
arms control negotiations to begin this process of reduction. We 
should work out with our European allies a practical program 
for restructuring our NATO conventional plans in ways that 
will permit gradual but significant reductions in the U.S. force. 
As a very modest initial step, European forces and bases should 
be included in an immediate fifteen percent cut in support per
sonnel. In fact, the Secretary of Defense acknowledged recently 
that at least 20,000 support personnel could be withdrawn. 
Significant economies of personnel and money would be 
available by reducing tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, and 
this can actually increase our security by minimizing the risk of 
nuclear war. Moreover, abandoning the illusion — shared

u\ lli(. O.O.O.K. HOI m u i cilliva --  tnui a  lung vuuvvir
tional war in Europe is a real possibility would sharply reduce 
our support billets there.

Finally, the Congress should proceed with caution in con
sidering the relatively modest request for S29 million to expand 
the present small communications facility at the remote Indian 
Ocean island of Diego Garcia. This must not be allowed to 
become the first step toward a new and separate fleet for a con
tinuous U.S. naval presence in the Indian Ocean or an excuse 
for maintaining higher carrier levels. The Soviet naval forces 
there pose no threat  to our security. If the opening of the Suez 
Canal makes that remote marine expanse more accesible to 
Soviet ships, the ease with which it could be closed could
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threaten an aquatic t rap for Soviet naval forces in lime of con
flict. A decision not to create a massive U.S. military presence 
in the Indian Ocean would contribute to rationality and 
restraint in our foreign policy and save immense amounts of 
money through the prevention of long-term costs.

The FY 1975 budget reveals plans to keep a World War II 
type car rier in commission an extra year for duty in the Indian 
Ocean. This ominously suggests that the Navy is trying to keep 
the slot open for a future request for a fifth nuclear carrier to 
maintain the t raditional total of 15 attack carriers rather  than 
proceeding to implement earlier Navy plans to reduce the 
carrie r fleet to 12 ships. This carrier  should be deactivated for a 
savings of S100 million in FY 1975.

Streamline the reserves
Considerable waste, duplication and inefficiency can be pared 

from the Adminis tration's request of S4.8 billion for the 
reserves (including the national guard). This is up 9 percent over FY 1974.

With .the end of conscription,  the reserves have replaced the 
draft as the principal means for expanding mili tary forces in a 
national emergency. However, despite the goal of “ total force 
planning ', the precise role of the reserves in current national 
security planning remains unclear.

In view of actual capabilities, the reserves appear to be 
designed for a conventional war of indefinite duration. A signifi
cant portion of the reserve units is to perform support activities 
designed for a World War II type conflict, -.g., in governing oc
cupied nations.

Since escalation of major conflict to a nuclear war has 
become a dominant reality for military planning, full mobiliza
tion of the reserves for protracted conventional wars seems un
likely. Given the present readiness of the reserves, it is unlikely 
that a reserve division could be deployed in time to effect the 
outcome of a short conventional war. Deterrence of conven
tional war now depends on forces in being which can react 
quickly. Even during the Vietnam War — the longest conven
tional war in U.S. history — there  were only token 
mobilizations of the reserves.
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In recent years, actual deployment of the reserves has been 
limited to domestic requirements such as disaster relief and 
quelling civil disorders.

If only the reserve units which could be used in a short war or 
for domestic emergencies are retained, reserve personnel and 
costs could be but by two-thirds. We urge the Congress to begin 
a thorough review of the unit missions of the reserves and to 
begin paring back non-essential units which do not meet the 
practical realities of present day military requirements. It might

* be possible to save several billions of dollars in future years.
But without redefining the role of the reserves in upholding 

U.S. national security interests, significant savings can be
* achieved-in FY 1975 primarily through greater  efficiencies.

Marginal and inappropriate functions should be eliminated, 
particularly those which survive from the World War II era 
only through bureaucratic momentum. Many administrative, 
recruiting and t raining  activities and facilities of the Army and 
Air National Guard should be merged with reserve counte r
parts. In some instances, reserve personnel could be substituted 
for more costly active duty personnel in support billets. The 
manning for some units should be reduced to cadre status. If 
these reforms were to be implemented in FY 1975, as much as 
$600 million could be saved.

Procurement of New Weapons
Our general purpose forces, like our strategic forces, are 

marked by increasingly complex and expensive weapons
systems Ther* is a dan~,n~ ----i ~
eitectiver.ess for goidpia ting ana super scpnistication, the Pen
tagon may well actually be reducing real military power. 
Significantly, the Pentagon admits that the experience of the 
Middle East War showed that basic combat readiness — 
maintenance, organization  of supply and ammunition stocks — 
has not been adequa te for modern conventional combat.

We recommend that research, development and procurement 
of weapons for general purpose forces be reduced by $2.8 billion 
through a combination of terminating and stretching out 
programs. Any additional costs incurred from implementing
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these cutbacks should be met out of the unobligated balances of 
budget authority now totaling some $ 10 billion.

Examples of weapons systems which can and should be 
eliminated or cut back as we bring the size, deployments and 
mission of our conventional forces up to date include:

•  Cancel AWACS, an electronics-laden Boeing 707 for ai r
borne battle management and air defense command and con
trol, which was suddenly and unconvincingly shifted from a 
strategic to a tactical mission (S77O million).

•  Halt the Navy F-14 aircraft  program (S756 million) and 
the Phoenix missile being developed for it (S100 million). This 
aircraf t represents too little improvement over the F-4 at 
skyrocketing per-unit costs to be continued. The new VFX 
“au stere" carrier aircraf t proposal is far more promising.

• Stretch out procurement of the SSN-688 nuclear attack 
submarine. Only two instead of three boats should be built in 
FY 1975 for a savings of S100 million.

•  Suspend new' tank development. The Middle East War 
raises very serious questions about the role of the traditional 
lank in modern combat environments in which missiles are used 
extensively. Yet the Pentagon response has been to accelerate 
procurement of M60 tanks (S237 million) and to revive the 
main battle tank (XM-1) killed by Congress in 1971 (S69 
million). Clearly some new tanks are needed, but massive 
procurement and development of a super tank are hardly 
justified at present. The appropr iation for tanks should be 
limited to S100 million in FY 1975.

• o u c ic u  oui p io cu ic m c in  o i me u l / - 7 v j  uy c u iu n g  m e FY  
1975 build from seven to three ships and leducing Fnt S464 
million request to about S200 million. The unit cost of this over
sized, rapidly obsolescing destroyer is nearing SI00 million. At 
the very least, the program should be decelerated while the 
financial and technical problems are resolved.

• Slow procurement of the Patrol Frigate (S437 million). 
This imaginative concept for a lower cost, less complex ASW 
ship is threatened by a forced-pace, high concurrency rush to
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pro curem ent. The  lessons of  the DD-963 are  being ignored.  A 
more mod est pace would  save  S200 million in FY 1975 and, 
equ ally  important,  would increase the chances for success in the 
pro gra m.

Cu ts such as these and  a more crit ical look at oth er air cra ft, 
missi le, ship and vehicle  p rog ram s in te rms of both  p rocurement 
effic iency  and a recogn itio n of the limi ts to U.S. need for con 
ven tion al inte rven tion  forces—esp ecially in As ia— could  yield 
an addit ion al S300 mil lion . Sim pler and more workable 
wea pon s could actual ly enh anc e the effec tiven ess of our force.

Personnel
General purpose forces and their sup por t are  the largest users 

of  person nel.  So it is he re that the gre ate st benefits  would result  
from  economy  in use of  this  expensive resource — and here tha t 
the  need is gre ate st.  He adqu arter s, tra ining , base ope rat ion s 
and  oth er are as in which  waste  abo und s (de tailed elsewhere in 
this  r epo rt) have the ir biggest imp act  on general  purp ose  forces.

A particu lar  Penta gon  ano maly,  new in this yea r, needs to be 
stoppe d now. The  Ch air man  of the Jo int  Chie fs of Staf f 
propos es to increase  the  A rmy  a full div ision by the end of 1975 
— and possibly  by 3 divis ions in two or thr ee  years — as the 
resu lt of p erson nel savings  from efficiencies . T here is no convin
cing evidence  we need any  such bui ld-u p of  ground forces eith er 
to meet  new thr ea ts or  to neg otia te away in arm s con trol  talk s. 
In fact , heavy emphasi s is placed  on the build-up as an “ incen
tive" to the Arm y to coopera te with effort s to shrink swollen 
support  costs. Thi s am ounts  to giving the  arm y — and 
pre sum ably the othe r services  as well — a permane nt claim on 
the  dol lars and ma npow er slots saved by elim ina ting the ir pas t 
was te and inefficiencies, to prevent them  from sabotaging the 
efficiency This is an a bcica tion ot m a n a g e m e n t  a n d  it
is an insult to our  mi litary  services to suggest tha t only this  kind 
of  tac tic will indu ce them to elim ina te waste . Ins tead of 
“ bea ting  fat into mo re sword s",  this waste should be converted 
for non -mi lita ry purposes.
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MILITARY EFFICIENCY

Feas ible Savings: 
$4.0 bil lion

Through imple me nta tion of ope rat ing  efficiencies at least 
S4.0 billion or 8.3 per cen t could be saved in FY 1975 from a 
portio n of the budget totaling  some S48 billion. This  covers  
S2 1.2 billion in m ilit ary  supp ort  personnel  (e xclud ing reductions 
out line d in an ear lier  sec tion ), civilian  pay of S14.7 billion and 
the non-pay  por tion  of  opera tion and ma intena nce  o f abo ut SI 2 
billion. Greater , ef ficie ncy can be achieved with no signi fican t 
effect on U.S.  mi lita ry capabil ities.

Eliminate Excess Support Troops
A growing prob lem for the mil itary is th at,  desp ite improved 

co mba t effectiveness supposedly g ained from be tte r technology, 
the suppor t burea ucr acy  is becoming  m or e co mpiex  an d 
cum bersom e. The overwhelming major ity  — abo ut 85 percen t 
— perform  direct or indirec t suppor t tasks such as adminis tra 
tion, logistics, tra ining or  mainte nan ce.  This  is an area in which 
personnel savings can be realized. Only  stri ct oversight by 
Congress  and tough ma nag em ent by the Pen tagon will sto p this 
dra in of  valuable reso urces.

We recommend tha t fifteen perc ent of all sup port personnel 
be cut.  Excluding the billets elim ina ted  in the  section of this 
rep ort  covering gene ral pur pose forces,  the net reduction would 
be about 175,000. Ass uming  tha t reduct ions tak e place  e arly in 
the fiscal year , savings c ould am ount to $2 billion in payroll and 
at tend an t operation and  ma intenance costs.  This  goal  could be 
reac hed  readi ly by limitin g the 473,000  accessions planned for 
I A'  1975. Congress has used such a procedure  in the past  to 
limit the number of rep lacem ent s.

Reduce the Civilian Bureaucracy
The Ad minis tra tion has  requested  1,128,000 direct-h ire 

civilian pos ition s for FY 1975. This  figure  represents an in
crease  of  18,000 over the level approve d by C ong ress last year.
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Th ere  is nearly one civil ian for every two people in uniform . 
Exc luding the Posta l Serv ice, the De partm ent of Defense  has 
roughly as man y civ ilians as all oth er fede ral agencies com
bine d.

Pres iden t Nixon said  sho rtly  aft er his 1972 elec tion victo ry, 
“ But in term s of  the  masses of civilian  employees who are get 
ting  in the way of each othe r over the Pentagon  and around  the 
coun try , they are goin g to have to tak e a thin ning dow n” . This  
view was echoed by Ch air ma n John Stennis of the Sen ate  
Arme d Services Co mmittee  when the FY 1975 requ est was sub 
mi tted, “T his pro pos ed increase seems incons istent with the an 
nounced intent of the De partm ent to achieve g reate r manpower  
efficiencies'*. Ce rta in ly this problem shou ld receive care ful 
scrutiny.

Althou gh we s upport the  basic  objective  of  civ ilianiza tion  — 
to use civilian personnel in jobs  which do not require mil itar y in
cum ben ts and the reby redu ce the req uirem ent  for mil itary per
sonn el — we believe  that  gre ate r effort  should be mad e to 
reduce  the civilian work force while meetin g civi lianizat ion 
on>ic c.xccssivclj Idiuc civilian  oureaucracy  u-H* dra in
luauuices  from more vital  mili tary  pro gra ms .

We reco mmend a fifteen percent cut in the civilian perso nnel  
slo ts requested  for FY 1975. About  S2 billion in payroll and 
at tend an t opera tion and ma intena nce  c osts  can be saved if staf f 
reduct ions are  made early  in the fiscal year. As in the  case  o f ac
tive  forces,  this goal c an be re ached prima rily through redu ction 
of  accession s.

Th e Ad minis tra tion has  requested an add itio nal 24,000 job s 
in the  FY 1974 Supplem ental  and the  FY 1975 budge t to “ im
prov e com bat  rea diness" by “ reducing  backlogs in depot 
ma intena nce  a nd ship  ov erhaul  and increas ing logistics and base 
opera tions  suppor t ac tiv itie s” . It  seems a ppare nt tha t these  jobs  
were  added as part of  the  increment des ignated to stim ula te the 

b econ omy, and, the ref ore , should be elim ina ted .

Fu rth er econom ies can be mad e by cut ting som e of the 953,- 
000 suppor t slots for land  forces, base  opera tions,  com mand,  
logis tics,  tra ining , per sonnel ma nag em ent , med ical  services  and 
reserve units .
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Trim  Support  Services

Some of the majo r ways in which sup port posi tions both 
civilian and mi litary  can be reduced are:

•  24.000 excess sup port troops  are  being used to cre ate  ad 
ditiona l land forces. Ins tead  of “ bea ting  fat into  swords” the  f at 
should be rendered for con sum ptio n by dom est ic prio ritie s.

•  “ Gra de cre ep” — a growing numb er of higher gra de of
ficers and senior civi lians in a smalle r tot al force — shou ld be 
minimize d. For exam ple , there a re now m ore  Field grad e ( lieute 
nan t colonel o r com ma nd er and above) and flag officers  to  com 
mand a force of  2 .2 million tha n the re were in 1945 when the  
milita ry num bered 12.1 million.

•  The  m ilit ary  e njoys a much higher teac he r/s ta ff  to studen t
rat io  (1.7 to 2) tha n practic ally  any civilian inst itut ion offering  
com par able individu al training. Gr ea ter  emp hasi s should be 
given to on- the-job  tra ining,  sho rten ing  specia lized tra ining  
c v u i a v a  u.td inte r courses. The  num ber  of pilots tra ined
pe r ac tiv e a ir cra ft  lia s grown unrea son abl y ano snouiu  be 
decreased . Thu s pilo t training costs and studen t billets can be 
pared.

•  Some 1,181,000 mil itar y and civilian personnel are  
engaged  in personnel ma nag em ent , com ma nd, base ope rat ing  
sup por t and logis tics activ ities . Red uct ions can be made by 
ma kin g ope rat ions mo re efficient and closing facilit ies having 
marginal  utility.

•  Given the fact th a t m ajo r conv enti ona l wars a re likely to be 
shor t, suppor t forces gea red  for sus tain ing  long term  com bat  
should  be reduced.

•  The average time a sold ier spends on a duty stat ion can be 
exte nded thereby reducing the num ber  of bille ts allocated to 
transien ts and the cos ts of permanen t chan ge of stat ion moves.  
Cu rre nt  effo rts in this  d irec tion are highly des irab le and should 
be continued.

•  In view of force mo der niz ation,  the requirements for 
ove rhaul and ma intenance should be cut bac k, not increased.

•  The num ber of full -tim e personne l used to suppor t reserve 
com ponen ts shou ld be trimm ed.
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STRATEG IC NUCLEAR FORCES

Feasible savings: 
$2.5 billion

Th e basic  prin cip le of  U.S. nuc lear  forces  since  even befo re 
our nuc lear monop oly  was broken  has been the absolu te 
deter ren ce of nuc lear war by ma intain ing  an abil ity utte rly to 
destroy  any at tack er  even after abs orb ing  the  worst possib le 
firs t stri ke.  State men ts sur rou ndi ng the  FY 1975 budget suggest 
th at  Preside nt Ni xo n's  oft stat ed,  but  never  defined,  desir e to 
have alternativ es to ou r basic  strategic  policy  of  det errenc e has 
led to a new str ate gic doc trin e.

Counterforce Weapons and New Strategies
The Nixon Ad minist ra tio n appea rs confused over what  the  

new policy  is — tar ge tin g mil itary ins tal lat ion s as well as cities , 
mo re flexible n la n n in o  u nd  '' p m m a r .d  cr a r.cw lU ju uu uc in  foi 
weapo ns with enh anc ed cap abi liti es for c ounte rio rce , i .t. , for a t
tac king  enem y nucle ar forces . Our plans have  always included 
mi litary  targe ttin g, so the  ann oun cem ent  of a “ new'” targ ett ing  
str ate gy  is only a pub lic ann oun cem ent  of an exis ting  opt ion. 
Sim ilar ly,  insu ring  t ha t our  comm and  and control and our pla n
ning are  flexible eno ugh  to give us choices besid es a final world
des troyin g spasm is scarcely a novel idea and  cer tain ly requ ires  
no new’ weapons.

But nei ther the new policy nor  the ad mi tted unc ertain ties  of 
Sov iet pro gra ms  and  plans jus tify  Ad minis tra tion requests to 
build weapons with enh anc ed cap abi litie s to des troy Soviet mis 
siles — a capabil ity  Pre sident  Nixon and his earl ier  Se cre tary of 
Defense Melvin  Laird  once denied seek ing — by higher ac 
curacies and yields  for  our  ICBM 's.  These pro gra ms  include 
new war hea ds,  new guidan ce syste ms and  advanced work on a 
new ICB M. Th eir  ap pro va l would be a mista ke  an d a da nge rous 
one.

New counter force weapons would int rod uce a ma jor  new’ an d 
very dan gerous  element into the str ate gic  equ ation , for they 
cou ld be co nst rued to thr ea ten  the ent ire  Soviet land -based mis-
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sile deter ren t and  the reb y provide a stro ng imp etus to the arm s 
race . They are not the right answer to potent ial Soviet counter - 
force  capabi lity . Ins tea d of  reducin g the feared vulnera bility of 
U.S. ICBM 's to a Sov iet cou nterforce  strike,  they  would in -, 
cre ase  the att rac tiv eness  of our IC BM ’s as targe ts.

For these  reas ons , none of the count erforc e programs — 
cos ting  about S300 millio n — shou ld be included in the FY 1975 
bud get . This relat ively  low request for rese arch and develop
ment money would be the  opening wedge for pro gra ms  which 
could in time  cost bill ions of dol lars . We should halt these 
dangero us and unn ece ssa ry new pro gra ms  now before they 
star t; not sta rt them  as “ bargaining chips” . Experience has 
shown  tha t we ca nnot rely  on arm s con trol  neg otiatio ns to stop 
such  developmen ts once  real ly unde rway .

z •
Ballis tic Missile Submarin es

Mo re than  S2 billion, an increase  of S600 mill ion,  is sought  
r^ r  th p  T r iH p n t n m c rra m  in  F Y  1975 T his  n n w ra m  is a 
icuiiicvii: , miniuij miu ttSvui fiasco. These sub marines will cast 
SI.3 billion or more per boat.  The Sovie t ant i-subma rine war 
fare thr ea t to the exis ting  Polaris -Poseid on fleet can not even be 
def ined . The replacemen t of  Pola ris with Triden t boa ts would, 
in the long run, increase  the vuln erab ility  of  the fleet as a whole, 
because  it would concen tra te more of our  missiles in a smaller 
numb er of ships.

Fortu nately, an alt ern ative  could be ava ilab le when Pola ris 
eventually  needs to be rep laced in the  la te 1980' s o r early  1990’s. 
The new budget includes fund s for rese arch  and developm ent 
lor  the first time for a new, smaller missile sub marine using the 
exis ting  quie t Narwh al rea cto r. This  would have essential ly the 
sam e pro tec tion aga ins t an ti-s ubma rin e warfare as the Triden t 
but plac e fewer missiles in a ny  given ship and be;ab le to be bas
ed so as to ope rate in b oth the  Atlan tic  and Pacif ic ocea ns. This 
pro gra m should be st rongly  sup por ted . The 4,000 mile T ride nt I 
missi le — usable in the exis ting  force — is a worthwhi le 
pro gram , but the Triden t subm arine  and the 6,000 mile Triden t 
ii missi le (all but S661 million of  the  S2,042 million  Triden t re
quest) are  not and should be suspended*at least until an evalua
tion can be made as to the proper replace ment for Pola ris.
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Strategic  Bom bers

The budget seeks one half billion dollars for development of 
the B-l intercontinental bomber and proposes to begin work on 
the fourth and fifth aircraft even though the program is in 
serious technical and financial difficulties. The unit cost of these 
planes has been rising almost  daily to the present S61.5 million. 
Moreover, developments in surface-to-air missiles make it very 
desirable to restudv the proposition that the best bomber option 
for the future is a high-performance aircraf t designed for 

• penetration of Soviet air defense at the sacrifice of endurance
and payload. Procurement of additional B-l aircraft  should be 
halted and development work begun on a follow-on to the B-52 

, bomber which could use the stand-off air-to-surface weapons
now under development. The FY 1975 budget also includes S20 
million for an advanced tanker aircraft which could carry both 
ballistic and cruise missiles. Inasmuch as the B-52's can remain 
in service well into the 1980's, these stand-off bomber options 
should be encouraged.

st ra tegic Defense

Even two years after  the signing of the ABM Treaty, the 
budget calls for almost one half billion dollars for procurement 
of new strategic defense systems. S374 million is for the 
development of more modern ABM's, the deployment of 
which would be forbidden by treaty. These programs should be 
held to research on advanced technology without the procure
ment of hardware. Another S86 million is for civil defense 
programs including evaluation of evacuation procedures and 
shelters.

MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO SOUTHEAST ASIA

Feasible  Savings: 
$1.4 bill ion

The continuing war in Southeast Asia is still costing the 
United States about S2 billion a year in military aid alone. SI.45
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billion in new appropria tions for the Department of Defense is 
slated for military aid to South Vietnam. In the Military 
Assistance Program budget, S390 million is sought for C am
bodia and S90 million for Laos, even though a political coalition 
has ended the conflict there. All but S500 million of the new aid 
money for Indochina should be cut. The aid ceiling should be set 
at the same level to avoid inflating the program by rapid use of 
“pipeline funds”. In addition, 36J)00 U.S. troops in Thailand 
should be withdrawn and demobilized as suggested in the sec
tion of this report on general purpose forces.

A ------ -- ,,1J -n-J , - . , « » •  .• t• ' v i i m i v u m a  v u j U i u  v i iv i  m u i i u i  y a i t i  i u  o d i g u n  c i i m c i y
this fiscal year. In any event, the amount should be drastically 
reduced, not increased over last year, as sought by the Ad
ministration. Last year Congress appropriated S900 million ini 
Pentagon-funded aid to Vietnam and set an overall ceiling of 
SI.1 26 billion to authorize the spending of some unobligated! 
funds from previous years. We consider the decision by 
Congress to reduce the request last year wise and recommend 
that this year the amount of new appropriations be held to S500 
million as a further step in a definite program for an early end 
to this vestige of our involvement in the Indochina war.

MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Feasible  savings:  
$1.1 bill ion

The United States distributes an ever-increasing amount of 
military equipment around the world in free military assistance, 
training and sales. The reasons given are a mix of military and 
non-military: partly to mollify countries where the U.S. 
military maintains bases and troops (Spain, Portugal, Greece, 
Philippines, Korea): partly  to favor the U.S. "balance of 
payments', partly to gain political influence with the recipient 
country. This massive distribution of military weapons does lit
tle or nothing to bring about world peace. Several conflicts in 
Asia, Africa and Latin America have been fueled with U.S. 
military aid.



31

In FY 1975, military and related assistance and arms sales 
nmnrnrr»c «.;n probably total ...viv than ?’»'» biiiion. a  iarse  
uuiuuii- of military assistance, over 55 biiiion, is made avai lable 
through programs which requi re no Congressional ap 
propriations — Department of Defense foreign military cash 
sales, excess defense articles and ship loans.

Certainly some military assistance and sales are in the in
terests of peace and our national security, but the bulk of the 
proposed program contributes to neither. The countries of the 
world can no longer be realistically divided into the free and the 
non-free, based solely on a Communis t/non-Communist defini
tion of government. For example, among the countries that 
receive some form of military assistance from the United 
States, there are twenty-seven that permit no political opposi
tion and several that severely repress individual rights and liber
ties. Our military aid, at our expense, can gain us the lasting 
hostility of the people oppressed.

In addition to the savings outlined for new funding, we 
recommend that  Congress reduce significantly cash sales and 
the distribution of excess defense articles and loaned ships to 
developing nations.

Military Assistance Advisory Groups, missions and military 
groups that are attached to U.S. embassies around the world, 
but which report directly to the Department of Defense, can 
easily be reduced. There are some countr ies with no military aid 
program where these groups still exist. We recommend a 25 per
cent cut this year as a step toward a total phaseout of the 
program.

37-1 99 0 -  74  - 3
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Fe as ib le  Reductions in th e For eign  
M il ita ry  Ass is ta nce  Pro gr am

(budget au thor ity  in mi llions of dollars)

Program
FY 1975 

Budget Request Proposed Savings

Mili tary  grant 
assis tance 925 150 775

Foreign military 
cred it sales 315 315

Offsetting receipts -161 -161
MA P trust funds 846 846 —

1,925 835 1,090

LE VELI NG OF F AN D REDUCIN G 
M IL IT A R Y APPROPRIA TIO NS

It is important for the Congress to have before it alternative 
views of  the specifics of the military budget. As what has come 
before in this report makes clear, we believe that many substan
tial specific reductions can be made in military spending 
without reducing American security. Indeed we believe that the 
proper cuts will increase our security.

We believe that each of the reductions in the FY 1975 budget 
proposed here can and should be made by Congress. Scrutiny of 
the details of the defense program by Congress and its com
mittees in the past has made important  direct and indirect con
tributions to a more rationa l and more economical policy. But 
we are not unmindful of the practical legislative difficulties for 
Congress in seeking to control the military budget by 
eliminating or cutting particu lar programs, especially on the 
f ln n r  n f  e it h e r  h n n c e

Moreover, the relationship between the size of the military 
budget over a period of several years and the elimination of one



33

or more programs is not very close. If one program is 
eliminated, other programs or other Pentagon uses of the funds 
“saved" will quickly step forward to fill the void within the 
military budget ceiling established each year within the 
Executive Branch. The obstacles to trying to influence the 
overall size of the military budget by identifying waste or cut
ting particular systems was made clear when Secretary of 
Defense Schlesinger told the Senate Armed Services Committee 
that there was significant waste in the military budget and that 
he was determined to eliminate it, but that any money saved 
would go for larger general purpose forces. Similarly, the deci
sion to forego a complete ABM system has not led to reduced 
spending for strategic weapons. Compared to FY 1974, the 
funding for new strategic  weapons has increased 15 percent.

Thus a weapon by weapon approach faces formidable dif
ficulty for both the Congress and the Executive. Curtailing a 
weapons system on the floor of Congress should be attempted 
when important policy questions are involved. We suggest that 
as an alternative' Congress, in light of its concern for fiscal 
responsibility, for shaping national priorities and for insuring 
that the Executive departments are run efficiently, develop a 
long term plan for controlling the total size of the military 
budget.

We propose that Congress’establish a ceiling on the total 
military budget each year. This ceiling would be applied propor
tionately to the four major military appropria tions bills 
(Department of Defense, Military Construction, Military 
Assistance and the military portion of Public Works-AEC). A 
Congressional ceiling would be fully consistent with the 
budgeting procedures used within the Administration. Since 
Congress has the responsibility for allocating federal resources, 
an annual ceiling would facilitate the determination of budget 
priorities in general. Legislation now pending to reform the 
budget process a lready incorporates the notion of ceilings for 
each major appropriation .

The effort to gain Congressional control of the defense 
budget in FY 1975 should, first of all, accept the view supported 
in this report that the world situation will not require, for the
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f o r e s e e a b l e  future, constant dollar increases in the military 
<‘»ud£Ct * o'US IT. CCnCtderi”" tH S FY 107S  b i id o e r  C n n o r p «  
should begin with the constant dollar equivalent for FY 1974 — 
about S90 billion, the amount appropriated for FY 1974 
adjusted to take account of legitimate supp leme ntal and price 
increases — rather than with the substantial increase reflected 
in the Adminis tration's request of $98 billion.

Congress, however, should go beyond merely holding the 
military budget constant and should begin to require the Pen
tagon to squeeze the fat out of the budget that has been in
adequately controlled for twenty-five years. This could best be 
done if Congress would establish an annual objective for ef
ficiency in the operations of the Department of Defense to be 
achieved for several years. This efficiency program could be im
plemented by a 3 percent reduction in appropriations, in cons
tant dollars, for each of the next five years. With an efficiency 
cut of jus t under S3 billion, the appropriations ceiling for all 
military functions would be S87 billion in FY 1975 or an Sil 
billion reduction from the Administra tion request. By FY 1979, 
the military budget would total $77 billion in FY 1975 constant 
dollars.

Congress need not attempt to define how these efficiency and 
economy cuts would be made but should leave the task to the 
Secretary of Defense who has already elaborated many areas of 
waste. As this report shows, the Pentagon could readily make 
the necessary SI 1 billion in reductions for FY 1975. Indeed, the 
purpose of the five year efficiency program would be to give the 
Secretary the time and the motivation to plan ahead for future 
economies. Congressional hearings and debates as well as 
reports prepared by the Executive Branch would provide a 
means for oversight of progress made by the Department of 
Defense.

A congressionally directed 3 percent economy/efficiency 
dividend each year for five years would not in itself determine 
the size of the military budget in current dollars. Congress 
should permit the budget to'r ise  to take account of inflation. 
For example, if a 7 percent rise in costs due to inflation were 
combined with a 3 percent cut for efficiency, the budget would 
increase by 4 percent (in constant dollars).
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Beyond increases for infla tion  and  dec reases  for efficiency, 
Con gress would be free  to legislate  a fur the r redu ction (or in
crease) in defense spending based on a sign ifica nt change in 
mi lita ry threats or in mil itar y strategy.

W p are  now in a per iod  ot increas ing sca rci ty of  fuels, food 
and  oth er goods. Am ericans are  a ll being a sked to econo mize in 
the  use  o f scarc e reso urces.  The success o f these conservatio n ef
for ts depends on the  willingness of all segments of Am eric an 
society to take ster n measu res  to e lim ina te was te and ineff icien 
cy. To exclude the De partm ent of Defense, which consumes so 
high a pro portion  of  ou r funds and reso urce s, would fur ther un
dermine  publ ic con fide nce  in gov ernment.
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ORAL STATEMENT

Mr. Warnke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I  appreciate very much the 
opportuni ty to appear before the subcommittee th is morning to out
line briefly the report tha t has been prepared by the group of which 
I am a par t, which is the Project on Budget Priorities.

I would agree most enthusiastically, Mr. Chairman, with your sum
mary of the objectives of all Americans.

Certainly none of us who prepa red this report would differ in any 
respect from your assessment of the fact th at we must maintain a mili
tar ily  strong  posture.

REDUCTION RECOMMENDED

All of us have served in the  nat ional security field, all o f us I  think 
have a rea listic assessment of the dangers. Basically it seems to us tha t 
the question should not be phrased  in terms of a $14 billion cut be
cause it is a $14 billion suggestion of items in the current defense 
request that  could, without sacrifice to our security, be deleted.

Chairman McClellan. Was the newspaper account in erro r about 
that?

Mr. Warnke. No; i t is correct , sir, if you refer it to the request, not 
to any current defense budget.

In  other words, in terms of any defense budget th at has never been 
approved by Congress the $14 bil lion cut is not apposite. It  is a $14 
billion cut in the current request of the administrat ion.

Chairman McClellan. Tha t is the way I unders tood it. There could 
be a $14 billion plus reduction in the pending request.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
Chairman McClellan. Proceed.

COMPARISON WITH 19 74 FUNDING

Mr. Warnke. Now in terms of the budget tha t was approved last 
year, what it  would represent  would be a slight increase with our 
proposal, in absolute dollars, and a slight decrease, some $3 billion, if 
you compare the 1974 budget and 1975 budget in constant dollars.

In other words, what I  am trying to establish, Mr. Chairman, is that 
it is quite a modest suggestion in terms of the existing budget Por fiscal 
year 1974. We feel tha t the level of financing for this fiscal year is 
certainly  adequate and even more than  adequate to provide for our 
physical securi ty and it will enable us to discharge our responsibilities 
to our im portan t alliances.

We don’t believe, however, th at an increase in constant dollars over 
1974 is at all appropria te or warranted  and needed for fiscal 1975.

You have pointed out, Mr. Chairman, the fact tha t our national 
security does involve th ings  other than  milita ry hardware and mili
tary personnel. It  requires that  we have a functioning society. It  re
quires t ha t we are able to provide a standard  of living fo r our people 
tha t will satisfy  their  aspirations. It  requires th at we have a posture 
of fiscal responsibility that  will prevent the erosion of  inflation. I  was 
very struck  and quite depressed by the statement tha t was made by
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Dr. Ar thu r Burns recently, the Chairm an of the Federal Reserve 
Board.

He pointed out his apprehensions about the impact of inflation on 
our survival as the kind of society tha t we had been in the past. He 
pointed out the fact th at inflation h its on the vital center of American 
population, those in the so-called middle America group whose in
comes have been effectively reduced by the impact of inflation in re
cent years.

IIOLD-T IIE- LIN E PO LICY  RECOMMENDED

Now in the view of our group our national security can’t tolerate 
the proposed increase in the defense budget; because we submit, and 
our report outlines th is in detail,  tha t in fact there is a real increase 
in the proposal for 1975 as compared with 1974 and tha t that  in
crease is in the order of 9 to 10 percent.

Now we believe that instead of that approach, instead of the Con
gress agreeing  to a 9- to 10-percent increase in defense appropr ia
tions in constant dollars  that the Congress instead should adopt a hold- 
the-line approach, that  what the Congress should do is s tar t with the  
fiscal 1974 appropriation, trans late that  into constant dollars to re
flect impact of inflation and price increases, and then require th at the 
Department of Defense give an efficiency economy dividend. There 
is, I think we all recognize, enough slack in the defense budget at the 
present time so th at a modest decrease in real terms over 1974 will be 
achievable.

Chairman McClellan. You do not mind if we ask questions?
Mr. Warnke. Not at all.
Chairman McClellan. I  thought  tha t was the way you wanted to 

do it.
Mr. W arnke. Yes.
Chairman McClellan. As I  understood your remarks, you pointed  

out tha t the whole p icture  must be taken into account with  respect to 
nationa l strength.

Mr. Warnke. That is correct.
Chairman McClellan. You suggest tha t we hold the line to the 

1974 level with respect to the military establishment?
Mr. Warnke. That is correct.

SOCIAL PROGRAMS

Chairman McClellan. Would you also make the same suggestion 
with respect to the civilian and social programs tha t we are financing?

Mr. Warnke. Our  report of course, Mr. Chairman, only deals with 
the mil itary budget.

Chairman McClellan. I understand. We could do tha t if we set 
such a goal. We could limit 1975 appropria tions  for the entire Gov
ernment to the 1974 funding figure and hold it to that.

Mr. Warnke. I think, Mr. Chairman, tha t tha t would be a very 
healthy approach for the Congress to take.

Chairman McClellan. You would be willing  to see tha t approach 
carried out ?

Mr. Warnke. I would. I th ink it is important.
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DANGERS IN H ERENT IN  IN FL ATION

Chairman McClellan. I think th at is a good point. If  we are going 
to do this, let us take the whole picture into account. I don't know 
how much risk there would be in the military  position at the  moment 
to do it,  but i f we are going to fight inflation—and I think inflation, 
as you point out and as Dr. Burns pointed out, is a great danger— 
maybe th is is the right way to do i t : to set some such level and stick 
to it across the board. I don't know.

Mr. AV arnke. As I  said, Mr. Chairman, I do believe tha t will be a 
healthy approach. I think  in terms of the welfare of the American 
people tha t the most im portant thing tha t the Congress can do is to 
prevent this constant erosion of thei r actual purchasing power, an 
erosion which has eliminated in many instances the margin  between 
comfort and discomfort.

One of the reasons that  we feel tha t the defense budget is so im
por tant in this  respect is tha t it represents the major share of those 
funds which are actually controllable by Congress in a year.

controllable funds

We have a ba r chart at the beginning of our report on page 4 which 
reflects the proportion which national defense functions represent  of 
the total controllable funds within the disposition of Congress.

There has been much talk  about the fact tha t our military expenses 
are a fair ly constant or even decreasing par t of the total Federal  
budget. But I think what that overlooks is the fact that much of the 
Federa l budget consists of funds which cannot be used in any fashion 
other than tha t for  which they are earmarked.

The social security funds, for example, are trust funds which are 
collected and earmarked specifically for social security purposes.

Chairman McClellan. Tha t is true, but those are costs of Govern
ment. The money comes out of the taxpayers’ pockets.

Mr. W arnke. The money comes out of the taxpayer , but in a sense 
it is the taxpayer  buying an insurance policy for his old age.

Chairman McClellan. That is what  we are doing with military 
preparedness, buying security for our Nation.

Mr. Warnke. That is correct. I  think  there would be no other jus ti
fication for it. But  in terms of any effort to  control inflation the social 
security fund is not within the control of Congress at this point.

It  can’t determine how those funds are going to  be spent and tha t 
those funds will not be spent.

Wha t i t can do is control the other position of the Federal budget.
Chairman McClellan. I would say all of it is ultimately within the 

control of Congress. As long as we sanction it, there is the obligation 
to collect the money. But the Congress has the power to reduce it.

Mr. Warnke. It can for the future , Senator,  th at is correct. I t can
not do anything with the existing funds though other than have them 
expended for the purpose for which they were collected.

Chairman McClellan. That is correct.
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DEF EN SE  PO RTIO N OF  CO NT RO LL AB LE  FU N D S

Mr. W arnke. So that in terms of those moneys which are actually 
controllable by Congress in the curren t fiscal year, nationa l defense 
represents in excess of GO percent of those controllable funds.

Therefore, any effort on the part of Congress to exercise some sor t 
of financial discipline requires a careful review of the defense budget.

Now, we feel that  Dr. Burns  is correct in worry ing about what he 
referred to as the awesome Federal spending and tha t awesome Fed 
eral spending is, to the  extent that it is controllable, more than 60 per
cent in the field of national defense.

Now, no one can disagree with the need tha t we have to mainta in 
strong military forces tha t will deter any type of aggression but I 
don’t believe tha t the Defense Department or any other insti tution  
can be given carte blanche to determine its own needs.

CO NG RE SS IO NA L CO NT RO L NE ED ED

It  requires an outside review. Under our form of government of 
course tha t outside review has to come from the Congress of the 
United States.

Chairman McClellan. Tha t would be true with any agency of 
Government, would it not ?

Mr. Warnke. I t would definitely be true. I  would hope that the Con
gress would exercise tha t degree of control over other agencies as well.

In some instances it appears that the Department of Defense oc
cupies a somewhat privileged position. We have noted with approval 
of course, Mr. Chairman, the action of the committee last year in 
reducing the request which has been made by the Department of 
Defense.

We feel th is year, since there is an actual increase over previous re
quests, that a la rge r cut on the p art of the Appropria tions  Committee 
is entirely appropr iate  and would in no respect weaken our defense 
posture.

W E IG H IN G  T H E  NE ED  FOR W EA PO NS

Chairman McClellan. Mr. Warnke,  with respect to the mili tary , 
and par ticu larly  with respect to the acquisition of weapons, you, who 
have been in the Defense Department, can appreciate tha t great weight 
must be given to the views of mil itary  exper ts with respect to the kind 
of weapons tha t may be needed.

We appropriate money for  research. The experts say we are going to 
try to develop weapons in a given manner. I don't know how to over
rule them. They know more about it than we do.

What we can do is to determine how much we can spend on the 
milita ry effort. The milita ry authorities often disagree among them
selves as to whether they should seek a new aircraft or a new submarine 
or something else with the money they are going to spend. The Con
gress has to evaluate those a lternat ives and make a decision.

T don’t thin k we should be subservient at ad to the dictates  of the 
milit ary establishment, but you do have to show some deference to
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the expertise tha t presumably is contained in the milita ry establish
ment, just as in providing for medical expenditures, you have to show 
some consideration for what the medical experts say on how to get 
the most good for the  money you spend.

CONGRESS AND RATIONAL PRIORIT IES

Mr. W arnke. Again I do not disagree with tha t statement. I cer
tain ly feel tha t the judgment of our military leaders should be taken 
into consideration and given great weight.

However, I  don’t think they should be the absolute judges. I t is not 
the ir function to determine priorities. Th at has to be the function of the 
Congress of the United States. And they necessarily, and I  think com
mendably, are advocates for thei r own services.

We have to anticipate tha t is what they are going to do. Frankly, 
I would not want to see tha t changed. I would not want to see the 
chairman of the Jo int Chiefs of Staff try  to determine political 
priorit ies.

I want him to continue to be a strong advocate for those weapons 
systems that he feels are desirable in our national interest.

I thin k we have to recognize that in some instances these weapon 
systems are inordinate ly expensive and that other weapon systems 
may do the job perfectly adequately.

I think also we have to recognize this in many instances we have 
not given our milita ry leaders adequate guidance as to the kind of 
mili tary  contingencies in which the United States with its foreign 
policy will become involved.

So, in many instances we find they are equipp ing themselves in 
my opinion for the kinds  of conflicts and for the kinds of intervention 
and involvement which are inconsistent with our foreign policy and 
inconsistent with our national interest,

I th ink it is verv important th at we beirin to develop a svstem where- 
bv our foreign policy can determine our defense policy and our defense 
policv can then determine our force structure.

T think this is one of the reasons why in many instances we find 
statements that  are made by our military leaders in the ir testimony 
before Congress inconsistent vv'th our present understanding of what 
the uses are of our American mil itary force.

Now, I  think we ought to sta rt off with the proposition  that  mili
tary power-----

Chairman McClellan. Will you yield at this poin t? Senator Young 
wants to ask a question.

Mr. Warnke. Yes, sir.

RECOM MENDED REDUCTIONS

Sena tor Young. On page 3, about halfway down you sta te :
Tak in g t h e  t o ta l m il it ar y  budee t of 1974. in cl ud ing th e  AE C m il it a ry  pr og rams, 

Con gres s e na ct ed  a to ta l of  $85 b ill io n in  c on st an t do lla rs .
In  const an t do llar s a “hol d- th e- line ” bu dg et  fo r fisc al 1975 wou ld  be ab ou t $90 

bi lli on . B u t th e  am ou nt  re qu es ted,  ag a in  in cl ud in g Atomic  Ene rg y pr og ra m s,  is 
ab out  $98 bi lli on .

The fiamre we have is about $95 billion. Would you cut $14.9 billion 
off of this?
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Mr. Warnke. Off the $98 billion ?
Senator  Young. Ninety-five is the figure we have. How would you 

cut it?  You say that a hold-the-line budget would be about $90 billion.
Mr. AVarnke. Tha t is correct.
Senator Young. Tha t would not be a $14.9 billion reduction.
Mr. Warnke. Wha t our repor t has proposed, Senator Young, is 

tha t there be an $11 billion cut from the $98 billion figure. In other 
words, the actual appropriation for fiscal 1975 would be $87 billion  
which would be a 3 percent cut in constant dollars from the appro
priat ion figure for fiscal 1974.

Senator Young. Will you give us a breakdown for the record of 
how you arrive at this $98 billion ?

Mr. Warnke. Yes. What that consists of, is detatiled on page 6 
o'" our report. The Depar tment  of Defense request is $91 billion, 
mili tary  assistance is $1.9 billion, AEC milit ary, according to table 
13 of the budget, is $3.1 billion.

Then we add to this  the supplemental for readiness in the amount 
of $2.1 billion.

As you know, what the adminis tration has proposed is a supple
mental, par t of which would accommodate pay increases and fuel 
price increases but pa rt of which would be a readiness supplemental 
which would buy additional mil itary capability.

Now, we don’t believe that tha t $2.1 billion can properly  be at
tributed in an ex post facto to fashion to the fiscal 1974 budget. We 
believe instead it is properly  includable as funds which the Congress 
is being asked to appropriate for fiscal 1975 for new mili tary  
capability.

IN FL A T IO N  CO NSI DER ATI ON

Senator Young. In  a hold-the-line budget what percentage do you 
use for inflation?

Mr. W arnke. What  we have done is use the Department of Defense 
estimate which is an increase of $5.1 billion between fiscal 1974 and 
fiscal 1975.

Senator Young. Do you think 5 percent is realistic?
Mr. Warnke. I t is not 5 percent. Senator. It is a $5.1 billion increase.
Senator Young. But inflation is more like 10 percent, more than that  

on salaries. The mili tary  in the last 5 years has increased the average 
pay from $5,500 a year  to $10,000.

Mr. Warnke. Of course our comparison is between 1974 and 1975. 
This figure as to the  effect of pay and price increases is taken from the 
news release of the Department of Defense which is cited on page 6 
of our report.

In other words, this is a Department of Defense figure. If  this  is 
incorrect we of course will be prepared to see what adjustment would 
be appropriate.

RE DUCT IO N IN  N E W  W EAPO NS : F - l  5

Senator Y oung. In  your report I  unde rstand you would cut out some 
of the modern new weapons. You don't think we need them?

Mr. Warnke. We would cut out some of the new weapons programs 
which in mv opinion are unneeded, that  is correct.

Senator Young. You would cut out the F-14?
Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
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Senator Young. The F-15 ?
Mr. Warnke. The F-15 we would not cut out. I think  the F-15 is a 

cost effective weapon.
B— 1 BOMBER

Senator Young. The B -l  bomber ?
Mr. Warnka. The B -l  bomber I think  is the wrong bomber at the 

wrong time.
SAM MI SS ILE

Senator Young. And the new SAM missile program ?
Mr. Warnke. The SAM missile program is in our opinion and, as 

indicated in the report of the GAO last year, no t a cost effective weap
on. Its  mission has been changed from essentially strategic de
fense to a tactical defensive weapon and I don’t believe it is the correct 
weapon, that  is true.

I agree completely with the GAO report.

ARM Y MODER NIZATION

Senator  Young. You disagree with the A rmy’s big five moderniza
tion program ?

Mr. W arnke. No. There are many instances in which I agree with 
the modernization program.

Senator  Young. You will discuss your disagreement.
Mr. Warnke. Our report has gone in detail, Senator  Young, into 

the specific weapons systems tha t we think should be considered. I 
would agree with the chairman that the proper approach is to set 
some overall limit and then to allow the Department of Defense to 
determine which of these items are dispensable.

F—14 REDUCTION

Senator Young. We are selling F-14’s to Iran . If  we cut out the 
F-14’s that country would have more modern fighter planes than we 
have, wouldn't it?

Mr. W arnke. I think if we stop the program we would have to find 
some other plane to send to Ira n as well. The fact tha t Iran might 
mistakingly buy some F -14 ’s does not strike me as a good reason for 
our doing it.

I think the F-14 is a plane much too expensive for its mission and 
the mission, itself, is a dubious one.

F - l l l - B

Senator Young. The Navy has not had a new fighter plane for 20 
years. The F - l l l  was not built for the Navy.

Mr. Warnke. The F - l l l  was of course abandoned, the F -l ll -B , 
and the F-14  is a substitute fo r it. I t shares many of the same problems 
that  the F - ll l- B  had. I think it is too heavy. I  think its performance 
has been degraded and it is inordinately expensive.

Senator Young. The milit ary people don’t agree with vou.
Mr. W arnke. I think some of them would agree with me, yes. I  

think some of them did agree on the F -l ll -B .
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Senator  Young. Would you name some outstanding  milit ary man 
tha t would agree with your analysis  ?

Mr. Warnke. I would not be will ing to give the names of anybody 
on active duty at the present time, Senator  Young.

Chairm an McClellan. The F - ll l- B  was abandoned in spite of the 
protests of the Defense D epartment  agains t abandonment of it, was 
it not ?

Mr. Warnke. I  can recall, Senator McClellan, appearing  before you 
back in 1967 and helping to make a case for the continuation of the 
F -l ll -B . The Congress, I  think, probably correctly, decided against 
us.

Chairm an McClellan. I do not mean that in a cr itical sense. What  
I am pointing out is th at when thejCongress does become convinced 
tha t the military is m aking a mistake, generally it acts accordingly, 
isn’t tha t correct ?

Mr. Warnke. I think t hat  is true. I certainly support that  function 
on the par t of Congress.

Chairman McClellan. You had the experience when you were in 
the Defense Department of urging the procurement of the F -l ll -B . 
Tha t would have been an a ircraf t at  least as bad as you say the F-14 is 
now.

Mr. Warnke. I would agree with you. Senator McClellan.
Chairman McClellan. I  am not concerned about that . What I am 

concerned about is tha t we get all the information we can and sit 
down here as good Americans and try  to do what  is best for this 
country. Tha t is all I am concerned about.

That is why I welcome your testimony. I want you to go into this 
as fully  as you wish and make your point of view here so tha t we 
can weigh it and evaluate it against the testimony tha t may conflict 
with it.

I want you to know th at T am welcoming what you are doing and 
I am glad to have it.

Mr. Warnke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman McClellan. If  I raise some question, it does not neces

sarily  mean I  am being critical of you or your purpose in being here 
today.

Mr. Warnke. T recognize that. I certain ly take Senator  Young’s 
questions in exact ly the same sp irit. I thin k we are all engaged in ex
actly the same effort for the  same objective. What we are try ing  to do is 
determine what are the limits tha t may safely be pu t on the milit ary 
budget.

N EW  TEC HNOLOGY DRIVE

In my opinion one of  the items that drives the milit ary budget up 
to what I regard as an excessive level is the fact tha t in many instances 
the drive for new technology exceeds the need fo r the new technology, 
tha t in many ins tances the new weapons program at a very high cost 
gives us no thing in the wav of useful additional incremental mili tary  
capability. I think a good example of tha t is the proposed Triden t 
submarine.

Chairman McClellan. Your contention is t ha t we are pushing it 
faster  than is the need for it?

Mr. Warnke. T hat is correct.
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Chairm an McClellan. Pushing  i t faster th an is necessary to be in 
strong competition with our adversaries.

Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Chairman McClellan. In  other words, we don’t have to go so fast 

in order to keep ahead, that is your contention ?
Mr. Warnke. And tha t in many instances we may actually  be weak

ening our military capability because the unit  cost of the new system 
is so high tha t we are unable to buy anyth ing like a one-for-one 
replacement.

TRIDENT SUBMARINE

I know t ha t this is an apprehension which has been expressed by you 
in the past, Mr. Chairman, and by Chairman Stennis and the Senate 
Armed Services Committee as well. I think the Trid ent submarine 
is a good illustrat ion of tha t.

The Triden t submarine would be a replacement for our Polaris- 
Poseidon fleet. The Polaris-Pose idon fleet is. as fa r as I  am concerned, 
the most important part of  our triad of nuclear deterrents.

What actually would it give us extra? The impor tant thing, it  seems 
to me, a t the present time, is to maximize the range of the submarine 
launched ballistic missile and the range at the present time has been 
something in the order of 2.000 nautical miles.

Now the Polaris-Poseidon fleet can be retrof itted with the Trident 
I missile which gives us a range of 4.000 nautical miles. That is the 
missile that would initially  be deployed in the Trident submarine.

Tha t 4,000-mile range is, of course, a useful factor  in increasing 
the deterrent efficacy of our nuclear submarine deterrent. But the cost 
of the Triden t submarine is now estimated to be something like $1.3 
billion each and we estimate now, the proposal is, that  some 10 of these 
submarines would be procured initial ly.

Senator Young. I understand the first 10 Polaris-Poseidon sub
marines could not be retrofitted as you suggested.

Mr. W arnke. The first 10 of the Polar is submarines, that is correct. 
The plan has been eventually to phase out those 10 and to equip the 
other 31 with the Poseidon missile.

Senator  Young. We are down to 31 then.
Mr. W arnke. No. because I think long before those submarines be

come obsolete and unserviceable we could have a follow-on submarine 
tha t would make more sense than the Trident .

I think the Trident is the wrong weapon at the wrong time. It  does 
not give us anything effective in the way of incremental capability. 
I believe that  that  program should be eliminated and research should 
continue unt il we are a t the point at which we can determine the best 
follow-on submarine.

For example, in the current budget reouest the Secretary o f Defense 
has proposed tha t initial research be done on a smaller submarine 
which would contain the  so-called Narwhale propulsion system.

Now tha t submarine might be a more appropriate  replacement but 
we don't have to decide that at the present time.

We don't know at the present time what the dimensions of the threa t 
might be in antisubmarine warfare. Wh at concerns me is tha t we may 
be building at immense expense a weapon tha t will be obsolete by the
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time it is deployed and certain ly not the optimum replacement for the 
Polaris-Poseidon submarine.

Senator  Young. You may have a point tha t we are going too f ar too 
fast on research and development of new weapons but the Trident is 
a good example of where we already have spent approximately $1 bil
lion on research and development.

This and other weapons like the F-14 you would abandon ? This is 
a costly business when you develop something that is modern and then 
abandon it.

Mr. Warnke. Yes, but it is more expensive if you continue with the 
full program and then conclude it is the wrong program. In many 
instances you can continue on a more modest basis. Perh aps it is too 
late to  stop construction of al l Trident submarines. Maybe one or two 
ought to be built but there is no reason to continue with the full pro
gram at a time when we don’t need it and when we don’t know whether 
it is the best weapon system to deploy.

Senator Symington. Would the Senator yield ?
Senator Young. Yes, I yield.

ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE INVESTIGATION OF TRIDENT

Mr. S ymingston. As a matter  of interest on the Trid ent because of 
some other things I would later ask about, a subcommittee of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee had looked into the Trident in de
tail 2 years ago, and recommended unanimously against its acceleration 
into production pr ior bo nornjal prototyping.

Wnen it came before the full committee under  heavy lobbying, and 
despite the  fac t this  new submarine, going in, would cost $500 million 
apiece more than the most expensive nuclear carrier, the recommenda
tion of the subcommittee was reversed and lost through a tie.

They found another Senator who had not been at the meeting. He 
voted the Trident acceleration be killed.

Then another Senator changed his vote so the recommendation of 
the one subcommittee t hat  really’studied the matte r lost again on a 
tie. When it came to the floor of the Senate it passed pr imar ily because 
of statements reportedly made by Secretary Packard and Admiral 
Kickover.

LESS EXPENSIVE  SUBMARINE CONSIDERED

Since tha t time, real izing the cost of the submarine, $13,500 million 
going in for 10 ships, the Joi nt Atomic Energy Committee, of which 
I am a member in fact chairman of the Milita ry Applications Subcom
mittee, recommended a new and less expensive submarine research and 
development effort because of the gigantic cost: also because of the fac t 
that  a retrofitted Poseidon can throw the 4,000-mile missile; which 
means you and I  are paying $13,500 million more for 2,000 more miles, 
incredible as that  may seem.

When th is matter  came before the Department of Defense they also 
approved research considera tion of a less expensive submarine on the  
grounds  it was all gett ing pretty  punitive  for the taxpayer.  That, 
however, was unanimously rejected by the subcommittee of the Armed 
Services Committee which original ly went against the Trident. So i t 
all gets very involved.
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We have now canceled the  money to be put up for research on the 
less expensive submarine recommended by both the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Department of Defense.

Senator Young. I realize tha t the T rident has been somewhat con
troversial with the Armed Services Committee. But it has been author
ized and the Congress without  much opposition provided funds for 
long leadtime items.

Chairman McClellan. The witness feels that it should be stopped. 
Tha t is his testimony. My concern at the moment is not whether it 
should or should not be stopped. The point I wanted to focus on for a 
moment is with any new weapon you undertake to procure, especially 
something like the B-l  or the Trident, before tha t weapon is ready 
for procurement, new technology or a new discovery may make it not 
the best weapon tha t could be procured.

NEED FOR WEAPON READINESS

The trouble  with it is th at you can’t jus t go buy something off the 
shelf. You have to experiment. Somewhere along the line you have to 
make a decision.

The question then is this:  Are we going to go ahead and procure 
it or are we going to wait several years and stil l not have thi s weapon ?

Our present technology is the best we know at the moment, but 
before we get the weapon 5 years from now, there may be something 
else much better. Tha t is the great problem with m ilitary procurement, 
isn’t it  ?

Mr. Warnke. It is certainly a very severe problem.
Chairman McClellan. A iot of it involves risk.
Mr. Warnke. I  think in many instances you find that  you are build 

ing a weapon tha t is no longer the best and tha t the state of the art  
enables you to build. That is unavoidable.

There is no way to prevent that . One thing you can do is determine 
whether or not, when the time comes tha t you must take that  decision, 
you will need a new weapon of this sort 5 years from now.

SECURITY AND THE TRIDENT SUBMARINE

I am saying 5 years from now I  can conceive of no way in which 
the Trident submarine will make us more secure t han  if we don’t 
have it. We will be fully secure with the Poseidon fleet.

Chairman McClellan. We will be stronger milit arily  with it than  
without it?

Mr. Warnke. I think tha t is correct.
Chairman McClellan. Unless tha t is true, then we certa inly should 

not procure it.
Mr. W arnke. I think  t hat  the  Congress ought to  take a good hard 

look as to whether the remaining nine—I think  one of those sub
marines is at the point at which stopp ing its production would be 
uneconomic, but I think the Congress should  determine whether  the 
other nine should be built at this time.

Chairman McClellan. The Congress has already determined tha t 
through  author ization  legislation.

Mr. Warnke. Yes.
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Chairm an McClellan. I don’t know whether it has determined the 
whole nine. The first three have been authorized.

Senator Symington. I would perhaps correct a statement .
There was no effort to cancel out the Triden t when it came up orig

inally. The original proposition of the committee tha t looked into it, 
the only subcommittee that investigated i t really tho roughly, was not to 
expedite it, not rush it, to take it more along the lines of the “fly before 
buy” concept we had been told had been developed.

F—14 CONTRACT RELA TION SHIP

In this connection we have h eard some ta lk about the F-14. Wi th
out gettin g into details, pu ttin g it mildly, Mr. Chairman, the Armed 
Services Committee was shocked by the revelation as to the  nature and 
degree of the contract relationship re the F-14 the Navy had gotten 
into. This  is now being studied in considerable detai l in Senator 
Cannon’s subcommittee.

With out taking more time of the committee, i f in order, I would 
ask to place in the record a memorandum of May 28 to Senator Stennis 
from Messrs. Foster and Cromwell of the staff incident to the F-14; 
also a lette r of May 29 writ ten to the Deputy Secretary of the Navy, 
Mr. Clements by the chairm an of the Tactical Air Subcommittee, 
Senator Cannon.

CORRESPONDEN CE

Chairm an McClellan. They may be placed in the record at this 
point.

[The  information follows:]

37-1 99 0  -  74 - 4
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MEM OR AN DU M

M ay  23 , 1974

TO:

FR OM :

RE:'

S en a to r S te n n is

G eorg e F o s te r  an d C h a r le s  C ro m w ell

F -1 4  F in a n c ia l and C o n tr a c ti n g  P ro b le m s

T hio  m em o ra n d u m  i6 to  p ro v id e  yo u w ith  in fo rm a ti o n  re g a rd in g  
C u rre n t f in a n c ia l an d c o n tr a c ti n g  p ro b le m s  w ith th e F -1 4  p ro g r a m .

— T he co nt x- ac to r w il l n o t a g re e  to  ex ecu ti o n  of  th e  s ig n ed  FY  
1974  c o n tr a c t  u n ti l 9o m e co n ti n u ed  fi n a n c ia l su p p o r t a r r a n g e m e n t io  
m a d e .

- -  A  key  is s u e  in  th e C o n g re s s  su p p o rt in g  th e F -1 4  p ro g r a m  in  
FY  1974 w a s  th a t a  c o n tr a c t a g re e m e n t ha d been  si gned  by  th o  c o n tr a c to r  
And  th o N avy . A N av y le g a l c o u n se l no w s ta te s  th a t by  v ir tu e  o f th o 
e x p li c it  co n d it io n s  u n d e r w hic h th e  c o n tr a c t d ocum en t w aa s ig n ed , it  
w as  no t th e n , and  s t i l l  in  not. to day , an  e n fo rc e a b le  tw o -p a r ty  a g re e m e n t.  
N av y p e r s o n n e l have sa id  th a t th o 'B y r d - P r o x m lr e  a m e n d m e n t"  li m it in g  
Advan cer  p r o g r e s s  p a y m e n ts  to  $2 5 m il li o n  w ithout C o n g re ss io n a l a p p ro v a l 
t a n  th e  r e a e o n  fo r G ru m m an  la to r  re fu s in g  to  ex ecu te  th e  FY  1974 
con tr act.

- -  T ho  N av y a d v is e s  th a t G ru m m an  w il l re q u ire  up  to  $1 25  
m il li o n  in  f in a n c ia l su p p o rt  in  tho fo rm  of advance  p a y m e n ts  d u ri n g  th e  
no :: t tw o y e a r s .

- -  T he G o vern m en t h a s  c u r r e n t ly  m ade ad vance  p a y m e n ts  of  
a b o u t $4 2 m il li o n  to  G ru m m an  u n d e r th e o r ig in a l advance  p a y m e n t a g r e e 
m e n t th a t c o v e rs  FY  197 3 an d p r io r  c o n tr a c ts .

- -  T he N av y h a s  p ro p o sed  tw o a lt e rn a ti v e  re s o lu ti o n s  to  th is  
fi n a n c ia l an d  c o n tr a c ti n g  p ro b le m  to  OSD :

(a ) A llow  fu nd s fr o m  th e c o n tr a c t fo r F -1 4  a i r c r a f t  w ith
Ira n  to  be  u se d  a s  fi n a n c ia l a s s is ta n c e  to  G ru m m an . A bank in g  
g ro u p  w il l a ls o  p ro v id e  a  li no  o f c r e d i t  to  G ru m m an  c o n ti n g e n t 
on  a  U .S . G o v ern m en t g u a ra n te e  to  re s u m e  ad v an ce  p a y m e n t 
su p p o r t if  a ny th in g  happens to  th o Ir a n ia n  a g re e m e n t.

(b ) P ro v id e  a  ne w  ad v a n c e  p a y m e n t a r r a n g e m e n t w ith
- G ru m m a n  w h e re b y  th e G o v e rn m e n t w il l con ti nue  i t s  c o m p le te '.
• f in a n c ia l su p p o r t.

^•■•' T h e  N av y h a s  ad v is e d  th a t th e y  have  su g g e s te d  to  DO D th a t . 
fh a fi n an cia l arran gem en t fi n a ll y  s e le c te d  he su b m it te d  to  C o n g re ss  f o r  .s' 
ty op ro va l p r io r  to  execu ti on . Wo have  n o t c o n f ir m a ti o n  f r o m  DO D th at  
£h la  w il l fce su b m it te d  to  C o n g re ss  p r i o r  to  e x e c u ti o n .



49

'•*«» m ust  be  poi nte d ou t th at  si n ce  th e Ir an ia n co n tr a c t fo r  F -1 4  
a ir c r a ft  la  b et w ee n  th e N av y an d Ir an , an y d ilu ti on  o f p r o g r e s s  p aym en t 
fund ing th at in  n orm all y  hel d  bac k to  pay  fo r a ir c r a ft  d e fi c ie n c ie s  to;-'.*/.?, 
d e li v e r y , co uld  rosu lt  in  a  U .S . G ov er nm en t r e sp o n s ib il it y  to  e it h er  t.-; 
fund  tho co rrec ti o n  o f d e f ic ie n c ie s  or  att em pt to  get G ru m m an  to  a ccep t 
etUQO r e sp o n s ib il it y  fo r  th e se  c o r r e c ti o n s . . \

-A
•»« N avy  p erso n n el a ls o  st a te  tha t cu rren t p ro je c ti o n s  in di ca te ' 

G n s a a a a  w il l be  ab le  to  bu ild th e 50 F -1 4 s  in  the FY  19 74  con tr act 
tforr.awhoro ar ou nd  th e ta rget p r ic e , w ell  un de r tho c e il in g , so  t ha t 
con tr act ia  no t a cau se  fo r G ru m m an's  ca sh  fl ow  p roble m s*  5 ' / ’ ■

The  Nav y did no t a d v is e  the C om m it te e at an y ti m e  du ring  
te s ti m o n y  o n the FY  19 75  budge t o f th e e x is te n c e  o f th ose  p rob le m s o r  
c i  t he  fa c t th at  th e FY  19 74  con tr act had no t bee n  ex ecu te d .

LETTER FRCM HOWARD W. CANNON

May 29 , 1974

H on or ab le  W il liam  P . C le m en ts , J r .
Dep ut y S ec r e ta r y  of D efe n se  • x .
W as hi ng ton,  D . C. 20 51 0

D ear M r.  S ecreta ry :

I am  w ri ti ng yo u to  req u est  in fo rm at io n  on  the st atu s of the  
F -1 4  p rogram . A s yo u w il l r e c a ll , thin  fi xed  p r ic o  in cen ti ve con tr act 
w as neg oti ate d  b etw een  Gru m man  and th e Nav y in  the A ug us t 1973 
ti m e  p erio d  and  w as ag reed  to  and si gned  by  th em  la s t  Sep te m ber .
B ase d  on  ha ving  th io  fi xed  p r ic e  con tr act in e x is te n c e  at  th at  p oi nt in  
ti m e , I o ff ered  an  am en dm en t on  the fl oor  o f tho Sen at e to  tho  FY 19 74  
au th ori za tion  b il l,  w hic h  rest ored  fu ll  fun ding  to  th e F -1 4  p rocu rem en t 
to r  that  f is c a l y e a r . Th at  am en dm en t wan accep te d  by  the  Se na te  an d 
tho F -1 4  p rogram  la te r  rece iv ed  fu ll  ap p rop ria ti on s.

Now  I am  In fo rm ed  that  that  co n tr act h as no t boo n ex ec ute d  
to  p ut  it  o f f ic ia ll y  in to  e ff ec t,  and that  Gru m man  is  pro ceed in g  with  
lo ng le ad  e ff o r t on  th ose  50 F -1 4 e  w ith  contr act ual coverage un de r an  
am en dm en t to  the p r io r  F -1 4  con tr act.  It io m y un de rs ta nd in g that  
Gru mman  refu sed  to  accep t th is  con tr act in Ja nu ar y 197 4 u n le ss the  
gove rn m en t w ou ld  p rov id e  a guar ante e o f fi nan ci ng thr ough  ad dit io nal  
ad va nc ed  paym en ts  on  th e F is c a l Y ea r 1974 con tr act,  in ad dit io n to  tho 
ad va nc ed  p aym en ts  a lr ead y  ou ts ta ndin g on  th e p rio r  F -1 4 s  a s  d is c u sse d  
in  ou r h ear in gs la s t  yea r . * j

Th e s o -c a ll e d  "B yrd P r o x m ir e ” am en dm en t to the  FY  1974 
auth ori za tion  b il l req u ir es  that  the C on gress  bo  noti fi ed  o f a ll  c o n tr a c ts  
w her e ad va nce  p aym en ts  In e x c e s s  o f $25  m il li o n  w il l be  m ad e. Thl 3 
wou ld ap pea r to  p la c e  a re quir em en t on  the  D efe n se  D ep ar tm en t to  n o ti fy



uo  ab ou t tho pe nd ing fi n an cia l a ss ie ta n c e  to be  pro vi ded  to  Omra man , 
it  1b m y In fo rm at io n th at  th is  cu rren tl y  ia  ab ou t $4 2 m il li on , it  w il l ro ac h  
a  m ax im um  of ab ou t $125 m il li o n  by the m id dle  of  1975 . and  w il l d ec li n e  
th erea ft er .

I a ls o  am  in fo rm ed  th at  tho  N avy 's  m o st recen t a n a ly s is  of 
G ru m m an ’e li k e ly  p erfo rm an ce on the  FY  1974  F -1 4A  con tr act  in d ic a te s 
th at Gru m man  w il l com e c lo s e  to  pr od uc in g tho  p la nes  at ta rg e t co at  
©ad th at  it  ia  hig hly  u n li k ely  that  the  co m pa ny  w il l appro ac h tho  co il in g  
p r ic e  o r  su st a in  a lo s s  on  th at  con tr act.

No n*  o f tho fo rego in g  In fo rm at io n w as  pro vi ded  to  tho co m m it te e  
duri ng h earin gs on  the FY  19 75  au th ori za tion  req u est , e it h e r  by  Na vy  
O? Defense  D ep ar tm en t w it n e s s e s . 1 b e li eve  th at  th io  si tu ati on  regard 
in g th e FV  1974  con tr act an d the nee d fo r ap pro va l o f co ntinuin g ad va nc ed  
p aym en ts  sh ou ld  ha ve  bee n  bro ugh t to  th e at te ntion  o f tho com m it te e  
fiu, we con si d ered  th e F -1 4A  p rogram  fo r the  up co m in g f i s c a l year . 
A ccord in g ly , I wou ld  li k e  to  be  in fo rm ed  In w ri ti ng of wha t tho  p r e c is e  
si tu ati on  Is  wi th r e sp e c t to  th e st a tu s of the Gru mman  con tr act,  tho 
p ro je c ti o n s  fo r ad va nce d p aym en ts , and wh en tho D efe n se  D ep ar tm en t 
w il l b s  not ifyi ng the C on grese  o f the re quir em en t fo r th e se  ad va nce  
p aym en ts . I wo uld  g r e a tl y  a p p rec ia te  receiv in g  a rep ly  b e fo re  the  
c o m m it te e  ta kes  the auth oriz ati on  b il l to the  Senate fl oor n ext w ee k.

S in cerely ,

Ho wa rd W. Cannon  
Cha irm an , T acti ca l A ir  
Pow er  Subco m m itte e
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BYR D-PROX MIR E AM EN DM EN T

Senator Symington. Apparently the so-called Byrd-Proxmire 
amendment has been nullified, which said that advance payments could 
not be made in excess of $25 million on any contract without coming 
back to the Congress. Already the advance payments are made up  to 
$42 million.

Chairm an McClellan. I think tha t is a question that the Armed 
Services Committee could look into. They have control over it.

Senator Symington. They are going into it. Inasmuch as there 
has been considerable discussion of the F-14  th is morning, I thought 
the Chair and the committee might be interested in this late 
development.

Chairman McClellan. I hope tha t the Armed Services Commit
tee will inquire why they are not conforming to the ir unders tanding 
of the law as the case may be.

Senator  Symington. That is the purpose of Senator Cannon’s 
letter to the Deputy Secretary of Defense.

Chairman McClellan. You may proceed, Mr. Warnke.
Mr. W arnke. As I have indicated, Mr. Chairm an, we have in our 

repor t mentioned a number of the specific programs tha t we think w ar
ran t the examination of Congress and the reexamination by the De
partm ent of Defense in the light of the need th at I think we all feel 
for some sort of reductions  in our Federal expenditures.

B - l  BOMBER RED UCT ION

We mentioned, for example, the B -l.  I  think that  the B-l is another  
case of a program tha t is before its time and its time probably will 
never come.

Now, what tha t does too is to constitute  a replacement for a pa rt 
of our nuclear dete rren t triad , namely a manned bomber tha t is ca
pable of carrying  nuclear  weapons.

At the time that  the B -l  was designed it was felt tha t the optimum 
capability for an armed manned bomber for the future would be 
low-level speed with the idea tha t this would give them maximum 
penetration capabil ity.

I think  that  again events have outraced tha t decision and tha t the 
fact is tha t a replacement bomber for the B-52 probably should be 
configured quite differently from the B -l.

The B-l  as you know has now gone up well over $60 million per 
unit and I thin k that it will not stop there. One of the difficulties 
with it is that it incorporates  the same sort of capabi lity as the 
F -l ll -B , namely the variable geometry wing, which is very costly 
and which does result in many instances in excessive weight and exces
sive costs.

Now the idea was th at the B -l  would be able to come in low un der 
neath the Soviet rada rs and penetrate Soviet air space in order  to  be 
able to hit Soviet targets.

I think that  we have found that the missile technology, both from 
the standpoint of defense and from the standpoint of offense, is now 
much more im portant than we thought it was going to be and tha t the 
offensive missiles are capable of shooting down low-flying planes
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regardless of speed and that  also with the air-to-surface missiles we 
have a standoff capab ility which is grea ter than was anticipated.

We believe tha t the B -l  program should be examined with a view 
toward determining whether this sort of plane is the kind of plane 
tha t should replace the B-52 or whether we should have instead a standoff bomber with more in the way of payload.

But in any event th at is a decision that needs not be made immedi
ately. We think  tha t research should go ahead with regard to the 
question of what is the optimum replacement bomber for the B-52 
which will be perfectly serviceable well into the 1980’s.

F —14  RE DUCT IO N RE CO MMEN DE D

Now mention has also been made of the F-14. I thin k this is an il- ►lustra tion of the fact that  in many instances we don’t tell our mil itary 
people what it is for which they  should prepare. The F-14, like the F - 
111-B, was designed for the fleet defense role. It is equipped with 
the Phoenix missile which can stand off at a very long range and shoot “down incoming bombers that are attacking the  ca rrier fleet.

Now. I think that is an unrealis tic scenario. It  is highly  unrealistic 
to think that we are going to have a protracted  conventional war at sea with the Soviet Union.

PO SIT IO N  ON F - l l l - B

Chairman McClellan. Mr. Warnke, didn’t you support the 
F - ll l- B  at the time the Defense Department, when you were there, 
wanted to continue the F - ll l- B  program and when the Congress 
finally stopped it ?

Mr. Warnke. And I have made many other mistakes in mv past also, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman McClellan. I mean you did at that time.
Mr. Warnke. I did at that time.
Chairman McClellan. That was a mistake.
Mr. W arnke. More mature reflection has persuaded me in the cir

cumstances of the nuclear age it is unrealistic to prepare for a protracted war at sea. that  is correct.
Chairman McClellan. The point I am making is that you were mistaken th en ; you may be correct now.
Mr. "Warnke. I may be correct; I may be mistaken now.
Cha irman McClellan. These are the problems we have.
I accord to everybody absolute sincerity in these differing opinions. •

Of course, when it comes time to make appropriations, we have to t ry 
to resolve them. That  is why I said this  morning I so much welcome you here.

T think we need your report. I thin k we need these different view- *points so tha t we can use our best judgment when the time comes to act.
Mr. Warnke. I certainly can make no claim to infall ibility. I am 

supported  in this instance, however, bv a number of people whose jud g
ment I respect and who, in many instances, have far more experience in 
the defense procurement field than I have.
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NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

I believe also I might say in my own defense tha t defense needs 
change, tha t there are changes in circumstances tha t require a re- 
evaluation of what you previously figured were the likely contingen
cies.

I think  we have become increasingly aware of the fact tha t the  over
riding circumstance today is the availability of nuclear weapons—an 
availability which tragica lly is becoming greater and greater.

ASSESSMENT OF THREAT

I think  that  the explosion by India  of an atomic device could very 
well lead to fu rthe r proliferation.  In any event, since both we and the 
Soviet Union do have nuclear weapons which are capable of destroy
ing one another’s society totally, I don’t believe tha t it is realistic to 
contemplate a protracted conventional war between the  United States  
and the Soviet Union. I believe that what we have to have instead are 
the forces which in the first place will deter both conventional and 
nuclear attack and second will give us the ability  to respond to any sor t 
of limited conventional attack by the Soviet Union.

I do not think  tha t there will be an all-out attack by the Soviet 
Union on eithe r us or those allies whose security  is integral to ours. I 
agree with Secretary Schlesinger, who, in his posture statement, has 
said that tha t contingency is highly unlikely.

I think  it is h ighly unlikely. We do have, however, to be prepared 
in the event tha t given some kind of internationa l crisis the Soviet 
Union might  feel tha t some sort of limited aggression for a limited 
purpose might be successful and we have to have the conventional 
forces to respond to that.

NUCLEAR AND CONVENTIONAL STRENGTH

If  I might refer to Senator Young’s comment about relative em
phasis on nuclear as aga inst conventional strength, I would not agree, 
Senator Young, tha t Secretary McNamara buil t up nuclear power at 
the expense of conventional power. I th ink that  his feeling was that  the 
doctrine of massive retalia tion was an unreal istic doctrine and that  
no potential  aggressor would be deterred by the idea tha t in the event 
he launched a limited conventional attack  we would respond with a 
strategic nuclear attack .

Instead of tha t we had to have adequate conventional forces.

NEED FOR CONVENTIONAL FORCES

Senator Young. lie talked much the same as you are today. You 
talk about use of nuclear power. You don’t talk  about conventional 
war. The conventional wars are the only type we have been involved, 
for example. Korea. Vietnam. In the Middle East the Russians pro 
vided better weapons than we did. Aren’t you interested in build ing 
up modern conventional weapons?

Mr. Warnke. I certainly am. Senator Young. I think our report 
makes that very clear. I agree wi th you tha t you can’t neglect conven-
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tional armament because of the fac t it is unrealist ic to expect tha t you 
can deter all conventional attacks with nothing bu t nuclear arms.

Senator Young. I remember Secretary McNamara’s statement when 
he talked about few professional soldiers. He wanted to do away with 
the Reserves. He put  l ittle  emphasis on conventional warfare.

Mr. Warnke. That certainly  is not my recollection of the positions 
he took, Senator Young, but I am sure th at Secretary McNamara can 
defend more accurately  than I  can.

Senator Young. My memory is pretty good.
Mr. Warnke. He endeavored to bui ld up the  conventional strength 

of NATO and put great emphasis on that.  I do know from personal 
experience tha t he endeavored to persuade NATO forces they could 
not rely exclusively on nuclear weapons, that was an unrealistic policy.

Senator Young. Twenty years ago when I was in Europe  with Sena
tor Ellepder he had a 2-hour argument with John J. McCloy about 
all the troops over there and the argument is still going on.

I th ink yqu supported it when you were Assistant Secretary.
Mr. Warnke. I  think  you will find that our report says that we still 

feel that  the maintenance of the conventional capability in Europe is 
the No. 1 defense pr ior ity  of the United States. I feel that way very 
strongly.

Chairman McClellan. Proceed, i f you have something further.

DEFEN SE RELATIO N TO FOR EIGN POLIC Y

Mr. W arnke. I  would like to refer, if I  might, in a lit tle more detail 
to the question of tying  o ur defense policy and our defense s tructure 
to our foreign policy. I  th ink tha t we would find on an examination of 
our force structure  at the present time that we are still equipped and 
are continuing to equip ourselves to deal with mili tary  contingencies 
tha t in our national interes t should never involve the use of our armed 
forces.

I think we have recognized, for example, the use of  American mili
tary power to try to influence political developments in foreign coun
tries is unwise, unproductive , in fact is disastrous. I think we ought 
to recognize that  American intervention in any sort of regional con
flicts or local fights only risk escalation of tha t conflict with greater 
tragedy to the initial combatants and also possible involvement of 
the Soviet Union.

I think if we took a look at our force structu re in terms of the quite 
limited though absolutely essential uses of American military power 
tha t we could bring about fa r more substantial reductions than those 
which we are proposing at the present  time.

In our proposals we have assumed no change in the basic premises of 
our defense policy but I thin k that the Congress ought to launch an 
inquiry as to just where our national security requires protection at 
the present time.

I thin k it is very clear th at there is onlv one power tha t can menace 
the United States and that is the Soviet Union. That  is the only mili
tary power which at the present time and for the foreseeable future can 
present us with any risk of physical aggression.
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NA TO  C O M M IT M E N T

Chairman McClellan. In  a way, tha t resolves itse lf down to an as
sumption tha t we have no interest anywhere except in NATO, does it 
not?

Mr.WARNKE. No ; I  don't believe it does.
Chairman McClellan. Wha t other places? Are there any other 

places where we should maintain -----

JA P A N  R E LA TIO N SH IP

Mr. Warnke. I think it is impor tant, Senator McClellan to see to 
it th at Jap an  remains comfortable and remains allied with the United 
States. I think, for example, looking toward  the future I would feel 
very uneasy i f there were a move in Jap an to remi litarize on a massive 
basis. I think that tha t migh t be more of a th reat  to world peace than 
most of  the things I can envisage in terms of confron tation  with the 
Soviet Union.

Chairman McClellan. J apan  was a grea ter thre at to us than the 
Soviet Union.

Mr. Warnke. Not a grea ter threa t to us than the Soviet Union at 
the present time. Certa inly Japan is no threat at all. I think if we 
pursue a sound policy J apan  will never be a th reat to  us. P art  of that 
sound policy is to be in a position where we can discharge our alliance 
responsibilities to Jap an.  From tha t standpoint I would support  the 
maintenance of the 7th Fleet in the Pacific. I think that  makes Ja pan 
quite comfortable.

China lacks any sort of amphibious capabi lity which could con
ceivably threaten them under the present circumstances as long as we 
have the 7th Fleet or even a fraction of that power.

I think  similarly it makes our o ther island allies quite comfortable. 
I think this is one purpose of American milit ary power, to preserve 
a degree of comfort on the par t of those who have tied thei r fate 
to ours.

I think the remilitarizat ion of Jap an and particu larly  the acquisition 
of nuclear power by Jap an  would be destabil izing in the Pacific. It 
would give the Chinese apprehension, cause great apprehension on the 
part of the Soviet Union, and certainly those who were the victims 
of Japanese aggression in World War II  would begin to have, not 
nostalgic but quite unpleasant recollections of what  happened in the 
past.

So there are purposes I feel of American military power. But I 
believe that a budget of  something like $87 billion fo r fiscal 1975 would 
adequately meet any of the requirements that  American mil itary  power 
might have to fulfill.

O TH ER AREAS REQ U IR IN G  PR OT EC TI ON

Chairman McClellan. Is there any other area now, aside from the 
protection of Japan and the NATO obligation,  Mr. Warnke, that you 
have in mind ?

Mr. Warnke. I think tha t we are very interested in world peace, 
but I  think that we have reason to know that American mi litary power
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is not the best way or even not an a ppropria te way of tryin g to p re
serve world peace, that our mil itary forces can't keep local dissensions 
and local hostilities from breaking into warfare.

Chairman McClellan. But you point out that it is necessary in the 
Pacific and in the Japan  area to have military  forces to preserve peace.

Mr. Warnke. I  am saying as fa r as the Pacific is concerned we have 
brought Japan  to depend upon our military  strength to protect Jap an 
and that the withdrawal o f tha t military strength would require Japan 
to do it for themselves.

Chairman McClellan. I am in full agreement about Japan. I am 
try ing  to explore the  other  areas. You say we ought to be prepared 
to support NATO.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
Chairman McClellan. And we ought to be prepared to protect 

Jap an  to keep her comfortable, using your expression.
Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
Chairman McClellan. Where else? Of course everybody wants 

world peace. We all want tha t. Now where else will the military  play 
a part ? Where else should we be sure that  our military is adequate to 
play a part  in world peace besides these two areas?

Mr. W arnke. Apa rt from those areas, Mr. Chairman, I can think 
of none in which the U nited States ought to be prepared to go to war.

Chairman McClellan. No other areas except those two areas.
Mr. W arnke. The in tervention of American military forces in any 

other area is something tha t is beyond my imagination to coniure as 
being useful.

Chairman McClellan. You may be correct. I am try ing  to narrow 
this down so that  we can see what is our national interest in different 
parts of the world and where we ought to keep our military forces 
in readiness to protect that  interest. And these are the two areas. 

HE MISPHE RIC PROTECTION

Mr. W arnke. Basically that  is correct. Fortunately in most of the 
other areas there is no mili tary  threat . Certainly as far  as South 
America is concerned, for  example, there  is no outside threat to South 
America at the present time. They certainly have security problems 
but they are self-generated and internal.

Chairman McClellan. I  think we could agree that this could be said 
without much controversy or contradiction: if we are prepared to 
defend ourselves, we are also largely prepared to defend South 
America.

Mr. M arnke. I think  necessarily that  our self-defense capability 
would also protect the rest of the hemisphere from external ag
gression. Obviously we have a d istinc t interest in the Middle East.

FIGHTER CAPABILITY

Senator okno. Before vou leave th at could T ask this question? I 
believe you advocate keeping the 7th Fleet in the Fa r East . Do you 
believe tha t the planes on the 7th Fleet are equal to the fighter planes 
tha t Russia has such as the Foxbat ?
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Mr. Warnke. Yes: I believe they are. I think also the planes that  
the Navy has on the draw ing board such as the VF X,  are a more 
appropr iate  replacement for the F - l than  the F-14 would be.

Senator Young. When will the latter one be available to the 
Navy?

Mr. Warnke. It  depends on what you do with the F-14. I think  
if you abandon the F -14 program within a per iod of a relatively few 
years you could have a VFX.

Senator Young. By the time we get the YF X ready for produc
tion we would have the same witnesses wanting to abandon tha t 
one.

Mr. Warnke. You might have other  witnesses, Senator Young. You 
would not have me.

DIEGO GARCIA

Senator Case. Mr. Chairm an, on this point, you were ju st talkin g 
about the 7th Fleet and a kind of extension of that  is put forth  by the 
Defense Department as an enlargement of the communications refuel
ing center at Diego Garcia.

As related to your concern, and I agree entire ly with your con
cern about Japan, its reliance upon us, the desirabil ity of not put ting  
it into a position where it might  feel it  had to flex i ts muscles in order 
to get the fuel i t would like to have to fur ther its economy, what do 
you think about Diego Garcia ?

Mr. Warnke. I am troubled  by the proposal on Diego Garcia, not 
so much about the initia l proposal but because of what it might 
do for the furture.

I would be concerned about it as being the opening wedge toward  
the development of an Indian Ocean fleet which I think  would be 
terr ibly  expensive and not important for American national security. 
I thin k tha t instead of that what we ought to do it to try  to bring  
about the virtual mil itary neuralizat ion of the Indian Ocean.

Now th is is not a novel view. It is one which has been advocated 
by the present administra tion in the past. I would hope tha t they 
would not change tha t position. Assistan t Secretary of State Joseph 
Sisco, for example, testified back in 1970 tha t he could see no vital 
nationa l security interest that  would require a military presence 
by the United States in the Indian Ocean.

What I am afra id of is th at every time we make a milita ry move 
like tha t it invites the Soviets to respond and we could engage in a 
very costly and absolutely futile naval competition in the Ind ian  
Ocean.

Now. I don’t thin k that  our national  security requires the main
tenance of our presence there.

I am not impressed by any of the arguments which have been 
made in that respect. Some point, for example, to the fac t that the So
viet Navy has more sailing da vs now than it had some years ago. 
That  may be true. Then we have to  recognize tha t the India n Ocean 
constitutes one means of communication between the eastern part of 
Russia and the western part  of Russia.

We don't have that  communication problem of course.



58

SUEZ CAN AL

Another argument which has been made is tha t the opening of the Suez Canal may mean that  more Soviet vessels of war will pass through  the canal.
I would agree with Senator Jackson's proposal th at what we ought to try  to do is to rest rict the use of the Suez Canal as a conduit for naval vessels.
I would think also in the event of any serious friction or  any prospect of an outbreak of actual hostility  th at the Soviet Union would feel it had to bring its vessels back from the India n Ocean because the Suez Canal could be closed much more easily th an it is being opened.But I am primarily concerned about Diego Garcia being perhaps the camel’s nose under the tent fo r the creation of and the  maintenance of an additional carr ier force.

NAV AL CARRIER FORCE

The Navy had planned initia lly to cut down from 15 attack carri er forces to 14. They had announced plans for eventual reduction to 12. Even tual reduction to 12 carrie rs would leave us in a position where we could discharge all of our defense commitments, in my opinion more than adequately, and  the elimination of those three car rier a ttack forces would save us millions and potentially billions of dollars.So, I don’t feel that we ought to open up another area for American naval presence because th at will mean just more expense without any gain in na tional security and perhaps even with some sacrifice of our nationa l security.

MIDDLE EAST OIL  AND  SEA -LA NE PROTECTION

Senator Case. What about this case where Japan relies on us to protect its sea lanes to Middle Eastern oil ?
Mr. Warnke. I think the first response I would make to tha t is what is the threat to their sea lanes at the present time? And is it realistic to anticipate tha t the Soviet Union would in fact embark on anything so provocative.
It  i9 after all an act of war to  interfere  with  internationa l shipping. I can’t conceive of the circumstances which would lead them to that sort of imprudent action. Not only that but in the event they were to try  to inte rfere  with the  sea lanes they could do so fa r more effectively in areas other than the Ind ian Ocean.
As I have indicated before in the event they were to deploy their fleet or a large  pa rt of thei r fleet there for th at purpose they  certa inly could be very severely punished for  i t by closing the Suez Canal and trap ping their ships there.
So I don’t think that it is a realistic apprehension.
In the event tha t that sort of situation  were to develop, certain ly at tha t time it would be possible fo r us to take the necessarv action to respond to it. We are maintaining aft er all very verv substan tial naval strength.
Chairman McClellan. Would we presume to close the Suez Canal ?Mr. W arnke. Under the circumstances that Senator Case and I have been in discussing I think we would certainly contemplate it.



Chairman McClellan. Of course, it has been closed. Now we are con
trib utin g to some of the cost of reopening it.

Mr. Warnke. Yes, we are.
Chairman McClellan. I don’t know whether those who are in charge 

of the canal, Egypt , migh t want to close it or not want to close it. 
We could not just say i t had to be closed. We would have to put  our 
ships there and say, “Nothing will pass through."

Mr. Warnke. We were talking, Mr. Chairman, about what I re
gard  as a highly unlikely contingency, which is the use by the  Soviet 
Union of i ts naval power to impede the sealanes in the Indian Ocean. 
Now if they are engaged in that  sort  of act of war, obviously we have 
to contemplate unusal and stringent measures. I  would hope th at the 
relationship which has been established with Egypt would pe rmit us 
to use diplomatic means to  bring about the closing of the canal under 
those circumstances. If  not, we certainly have the naval streng th 
and the air strength to see to it  that it will not be used for the passage 
of Soviet vessels engaged in acts of war.

MID DLE EAST INV OLVEME NT

Chairman McClellan. Let me ask you this question. I am trying 
to make the record clear. You have pointed out that there are two 
areas, our commitment to NATO and our commitment to protect 
Jap an,  and those are the only two areas I believe you said where we 
have a national interest tha t would warrant our readiness—I say 
“readiness”—to intercede in any mili tary  difficulties.

In  connection with whatever you may have said in respect to those 
two areas, what about the Middle E ast?  Do we have such an interest 
in the Middle East,  as you see it  at the present, taking into account, 
as you say, the presence or lack of presence of any threat ? Do we have 
an interest in the Middle East now that would require a mil itary  re ad
iness to intervene there  ?

Mr. Warnke. I do not believe that  our national interest, which is, 
I think,  quite extreme, quite real, can adequately be protected by 
American milit ary intervention in the Middle East. I think we have 
to distinguish two things: Fi rst  of all, those a reas in which we have 
a national inte rest ; and, second, those areas in which tha t national 
interest can be effectively safeguarded by the use of American mil i
tary  force.

Now in re ferring to NATO, to Western Europe and to Japa n, I was 
referring to areas in which American military force can play an 
effective role in protec ting our national  security interest. I thin k in 
the Middle East we have to rely prim arily  on diplomacy. For tunately 
the results in recent months have been quite  good. I think this  is a 
far  more effective way of protec ting our interest in the Middle East 
than an effort to intervene there with mili tary force.

Chairman McClellan. Diplomacy is a fa r more preferable way-----
Mr. Warnke. Sometimes it is the only way.
Chairman McClellan [continuing]. In preserving peace than war, 

of course.
Anyway, we are trying to determine what the mili tary  needs are 

for our national security and nationa l interest, wherever it may be, 
and wherever we need to protect it. I was trying to determine  whether
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in the Middle East we have such an interest tha t we ought to keep a 
milita ry presence. Of course, we would also have to keep it there as 
part of NATO, it seems to me.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.

MILITARY PRESENCE IN  MIDDLE EAST

Chairman McClellan. Would not the Middle East  interest also 
be a factor tha t would persuade us to keep a mil itary  presence there?

Mr. W arnke. If  I might answer that, Mr. Chairman, in th is way.
Let us t ry to envisage the kind of circumstances tha t might lead to 
consideration of the use of American milita ry forces in the Middle 
East. We have interests there, obviously. We have friends there, we 
have friends on both sides of the festering conflict. Israel is a friend, ♦
also many of the Arab States are friends of the United  States. Not 
only that , but many of them provide a very essential source of sup
ply of energy under the present circumstances.

So tha t we certainly  have an interest  in peace there. Right now *
there  has  been war in the Middle East  frequent ly in the past several 
years. I can’t conceive o f circumstances under which tha t situation 
would have been improved by the United States interven ing mili
tari ly. I think  for the United States to go into the Middle East and 
sta rt shooting Arabs would be perhaps most disastrous. What it 
would do is bring in the Soviet I nion on the side of the Arabs and 
risk the ultimate military confrontat ion.

Chairman McClellan. I don’t mean that we should establish mili
tary forces there. I agree with  you on that. But suppose another pow
er goes in there and s tarts  making demands, in other words, at temp t
ing to dominate the region. Would we have any interest  there that 
would require military str ength  ?

Mr. Warnke. We would have very definite interest  under those 
circumstances and I thin k we certainly would have to contemplate 
the use of  military power. I thin k the Soviet Union recognizes that.
I think also they have to recognize th at our response would not neces
sarily be in the Middle East, that  we might respond in some area in 
which they were more vulnerable and in which we were less at a 
disadvantage.

I could not contemplate with equanimitv the use of Soviet m ilitary 
aggression against any country. I don’t think we liked it against 
Czechoslovakia or against Hungary . We had to recognize under those 
circumstances there were limits  to which our concern could be *
pressed. I f th at power were applied outside thei r own satellite area, we 
would have to view it in the gravest of terms. I t would be an indica
tion of an att itude on the par t of the Soviet Union that would pose the 
direct threa t to our interests. I thin k they can recognize that.  I think 
the principal thing that  deters them is the existence of our nuclear 
and conventional military streng th. But tha t could be applied,  as I 
say. in areas outside of the Middle East .

The enemy under those circumstances would not be a Middle East
erner. I t would be the Soviet Union.

Chairman McClellan. Would tha t not be regarded as expanding 
the war?

Mr. W arnke. I  think the Soviet Un ion would have to be regarded 
as having provoked the war under the circumstances. I don’t thin k
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tha t we could look with any degree of tolerat ion on Soviet military 
aggression. I  th ink were tha t to  occur, we would have to take extreme 
measures to see to it tha t tha t aggression stopped.

DEFENSE AND THE  SALT TALKS

Chairman McClellan. Af ter  all, today we are carrying  on the 
SALT talks hoping that they will be f ru itf ul ; is that  righ t ?

Mr. Warnke. I believe tha t is correct.
Chairman McClellan. Thus, to the extent tha t they are  productive, 

we can relax our military effo rt; is that ri ght  ?
Mr. W arnke. Senator McClellan, if I did not feel tha t i t was neces

sary f or us to maintain our mi litary vigilance, I  certainly would not be 
supporting today a budget of $87 billion for fiscal 1975. I certainly  
would much prefer to see tha t expenditure substantially  curtailed.  I 
regard $87 billion as being a very large figure. I thin k we have to rec
ognize two things. One of them is that when we ta lk about Soviet ag
gression, we do so because tha t is the only real mili tary  th reat because 
they only have the capability.

Now that does not suggest that  I feel th at they have the intention 
of launching milit ary aggression agains t us or against those whose 
interests are important to us. T would agree with Secretary Schles- 
inger in his posture statement  in which he says the Soviet Union has 
historically been a relatively prudent  and sober power. I think tha t 
is true. However much we might abhor thei r internal controls and 
thei r internal repression, externally, apa rt from Easte rn Europe, they 
have behaved with reasonable prudence.

I think  we can expect that  for the fu ture. I thin k also tha t what we 
have to recognize is that they necessarily, whatever thei r desires may 
be, are constrained by the awesome facts of the  nuclear age.

NEED TO MA INTAIN  DEFENSE POSTURE

Chairman McClellan. What I am try ing  to sav, and maybe you 
drew the wrong inference  from the way I expressed it. but what I am 
tryi ng to point up here is that there may be honest differences of opin
ion as to the extent of that threat , but it is the  thre at of communism as 
represented by the  m ilitary streng th of Russia that  is compelling us to 
mainta in the mili tary  power and posture tha t we are undertaking to 
maintain. Isn ’t tha t true?

Mr. W arnke. Tha t is true. I think we have also to recognize th at,  
even i f we were to conclude tha t there is virtually  no likelihood of the  
use of Soviet mil itary power, we have to be concerned about the per 
ceptions of our allies. In other words, it is not enough that we be con
fident. It is also important tha t Western Europe be confident.

Western Europe at the present time is not confident tha t they are 
safe from Soviet attack. I think  it is verv imnortant that  we see to it 
that we maintain our alliance with Western Europe because, of course, 
of the economic, cultural, and other ties tha t we have.

armament race

Chairman McClellan. I understand that.  The tragic situa tion in 
the world today,  frankly , is tha t there is more or less an armament
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race between the two major powers, Russia and the United  Sta tes. If  
the SALT talks could be productive to the extent tha t the two major 
powers could agree on a level of armaments tha t would give each p ro
tection against the other and yet not permit e ither one to be successful 
in any ambitions to exploit other countries—in other words, to conquer 
other countries and dominate the world—if these two main powers 
could so agree, then we wouldn't have to exert so much of our own 
resources to military  power.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is true. Tha t is why I think we have to hope 
tha t we can reach some sort of accommodation with the Soviet Union.

Chairman McClellan. We have to continue tha t effort. We also 
have to continue to be prepared milit arily until tha t hopeful result 
is obtained.

Mr. W arnke. W hat I am suggesting, Mr. Chairman, is tha t we can 
do that at a level fa r less than the proposed 10-percent increase in the 
defense budget.

Chairman McClellan. I  unde rstand your position.
Mr. W arnke. I think one of the risks we run is the fact that  some

times in negotiating with the Soviet Union we feel th at it is necessary 
to make expenditures which have no milita ry efficacy and tha t some
times as bargain ing chips wTe embark on programs that  don’t really 
add to our national security.

Chairm an McClellan. Senator Young.

U.S.  RELATIO N TO MIDDLE EAST

Senator Young. I was not quite clear on what you said about our 
milit ary forces, in the Middle East.  We didn’t intervene with military 
forces, but if we had not sent a lot of equipment over there, the Israel is 
might well have been defeated. As I unders tand it, from the informa
tion I  get, about half of their  ai r force was knocked out in the first few 
days and many of their tanks  were knocked out.

This is intervention in a wav. I f we had not provided these modern 
weapons in adequate supply, Israe l would have been in deep trouble. 
Presently p art of our problem is to replenish, resupply  our  own forces 
with equipment taken from them and supplied to the Israelis.

Mr. W arnke. There cer tainly  can be no disagreement on that  state
ment, Senator Young. I endeavored to qualify my comment in terms 
of our direct military intervention with milit ary forces, which I regard 
as being counterproduct ive in the  Middle East. Tha t would bring 
about an escalation in the scale of fighting so tha t Israe l would be 
destroyed even if we were victorious.

I do support the sending o f mili tary  equipment to American allies 
tha t need it. I think under the c ircumstances of the October war tha t 
certain ly we were justified in re-equipping Israel to make sure she 
could defend herseif. It  was important for Israe l and for us. 

CLOSING OF SUEZ CANAL

Senator  Young. If  we decided to  maintain or increase our military 
strength in the Middle East, it would be a simple matter  to close off 
the Suez Canal. They closed off Berlin by closing the roads. We had



63

the air lif t to  supply Berlin. If  they  said that they were going to  close 
the Suez Canal, they could do it easily unless you wanted to get into 
a war wi th them.

Mr. Warnke. It  has been done before and I think we have been 
able to  survive with the Suez Canal closed. I t handicaps the Soviets 
more than the United States.

Senator Young. But they could do it  if they wanted to.
Mr. Warnke. I think  their relations with Egypt at the present time 

are fortunately less warm than they were in the  past and our relations 
with Egypt are warmer than  they were in the past.

Chairm an McClellan. Have you finished? I have just a few 
questions.

NATIONAL SECURITY RISKS

Mr. Warnke. I had one other comment I wanted to make, Mr. 
Chairman.

I thin k in terms of our national security tha t we have to begin to 
concentrate on some of the risks that  I think are fa r greater than  
the risks of Soviet aggression. I personally and as an American 
have concern about the prolife ration of  nuclear weapons and about the 
fact tha t fissionable materials may fa ll into priva te and irresponsible 
hands.

I think i f an American city is destroyed in the 1980’s, it won’t be by 
a Soviet or bv a Chinese missile, but it will be because some sort  of 
atomic device has fallen into the hands  of fanatic s or terrorists .

Chairman McClellan. You are talk ing about interna l security 
now?

Mr. Warnke. I thin k what I am ta’king about is safeguarding 
nuclear ma ter ial . One o f the reasons we have to be concerned about 
it is the fact that , as indicated by the Indian atomic explosion, there 
may be instances in which many other countries acquire such nuclear 
weapons in the future . T think perhaps  too littl e attention  is being 
devoted to this kind of real risk and too much attention is being 
devoted to the unreal contingencies tha t in all likelihood will never be 
a threat.

Thank  you, sir.
BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS

Chairman McClei.tan. You keep refe rring to the 1974 budget. 
I guess you mean the level of expendi tures in 1974, do you not?

Mr. W arnke. In our report we talk in terms of actual auth oriza
tions by Congress, not expenditures, but budget authority.

Chairman McClellan. Let us relate it to expenditures, if we can. 
According to our records, including thoce on the supplemental bill, 
we will have appropr iated 179.6 billion for fiscal year 1974. This does 
not include, of course, the expenditures for fixed costs such as social 
securitv and so forth.

Of that . $179.6 billion some $78.5 bi llion is for defense. Now you 
speak in terms of constant dollars. What do you mean by “constan t 
dollars’’? Ho you mean that we should appropria te not to exceed an 
amount t ha t would be equivalent in dollars to the amount of the 1974 
expenditure ?

Mr. Warnke. Th at is correct, Senator McClellan.
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Chairman McClellan. In  other words, would you add onto the $78.5 
billion and $179.6 billion, say, 5 percent or 10 percent for increased 
costs ?

Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Chairman McClellan. Is that what you mean ?
Mr. W arnke. That is what I  mean by constant dollars.
Chairman McClellan. So. in following your recommendation, 

how much should be spent this year for defense ?
Mr. W arnke. I don’t have that figure in expenditures, Mr. C hair

man. I can get it.

DEF EN SE  EX PE N D IT U R E REC OM M EN DATI ON

Chairman McClellan. Would you do tha t and supply it for the 
record ?

Mr. Warnke. I will.
[The information fo llows :]

The  co nc ep t we ad vo ca te  in  ou r re por t is th a t th e Co ng ress  shou ld  se t th e 
lev el of  th e m il it ar y bu dg et  fo r fiscal  1975 by s ta rt in g  w ith th e am ou nt  of th e 
fisc al 1974 bu dg et  en ac te d in to  law, ad d in cr ea se d co sts due to in fla tio n an d 
then  su b tr ac t a 3-pe rcen t econ om y divide nd . App lying th is  co nc ep t to the 
fiscal year 1975 bu dg et re qu es t fo r th e  D ep ar tm en t of  Defen se  an d th e m il itar y 
ass is ta nce  pr og ra m  only, bud ge t au th o ri ty  or  ap pro pri a ti ons sh ou ld  to ta l $85.1 
bi lli on  an d ou tlay s or  expen dit ure s sh ou ld  be ap pr ox im at el y $81.4 bil lion.

The  fig ure on ou tlay s co m pa re s to  th e $78.4 bi lli on  you ha ve  ci ted.  Of course , 
ou r figu res re fle ct th e re al lo ca tion  of fiscal  yea r 1974 su pp le m en ta l re qu es ts  in  th e 
m an ner  des cr ib ed  i n ou r re po rt .

C E IL IN G  ON  DEF EN SE

Chairman McClellan. We are talkin g about t rying to  set a ceiling, 
as I understood it, and I am not saying I  oppose it. I am examining it. 
Such a ceiling would limit defense expenditures—taking into consid
eration constant dollars—to those made in fiscal year 1974. That is 
what vou are saying, in effect ?

Mr. w  arnke. I did it in terms of authorization.
Chairman McClellan. If  you can supply tha t information for our 

record at this point. I  think we can deal be tter wi th expenditures than 
we can with authorizations. It  simplifies our task.

PR IO RIT Y R EQ U IR EM EN T

Then we could try to make a judgment o f where the priorities  should 
be and where that  money should go. Is that  your idea o f the way we 
should approach it?

Mr. W arnke. That is my idea, Mr. Chairman, yes.
Chairman McClellan. Tha t is the way I understood your testi

mony. T believe you said you would also apply that  to the other serv
ices of Government, to other governmental expenditures.

Mr. W arnke. Under the present circumstances I  would.
Chairman McClellan. I think  t ha t is fair.All the reductions can’t 

come ou t of  the military establishment. I want to reduce the Defense 
Department all we can and still preserve our security, where we will 
have a deterrent tha t will be effective. Rut we can’t reduce the mili tary  
departm ents and spend the surplus  somewhere else and still combat
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inflation or reduce the national debt or hold down deficit spending. We 
can’t do it.

If  the defense budget is reduced, it should not be spent somewhere 
else.

FUNDS TO STIMULATE ECONOMY

Mr. Warnke. I would agree with you. I think in th at  connection 
tha t the Congress ought to determine the extent to which the budget 
has been inflated for the purpose of s timulating  the economy. There 
has been some suggestion that  the defense budget was arti ficially in
creased for tha t purpose.

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, on th at point can I ask a question ?
Chairm an McClellan. Yes.
Senator Case. This is one of the first things that mystifies me. I have 

never gotten to the bottom o f it. I  have some sense that what happened 
is tha t the Secretary of Defense said tha t in his judgment—is this  a 
fai r paraph rase—in his judgment if there had not been a regard by 
OMB of a need to s timula te the economy, tha t they would have been 
cut some $6 billion.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct. In his testimony before Chairman 
Mahon’s approp riations committee on February 26, I believe, he said 
tha t if it were not for the desire to stimulate the economy, he would 
have been prepared to come in with a request for $85 billion rath er 
than $91.3 billion.

Senator Case. So it was he who said “except for the need to stimu
late the economy,” the OMB would have told him to do that ?

Mr. Warnke. I think that is correct.
Senator  Case. It  goes to the question of whether there were specific 

add-ons or whether there was just this general comment th at OMB 
would have been tougher.

Mr. Warnke. His statement, as I recall it, was tha t he was pre
pared to come in with a request for $85 billion.

Senator Case. In other  words, an inquiry  of him as to the specifics 
would be approp riate  ?

Mr. Warnke. I th ink that is correct.

MILITARY PERSONNEL REDUCTION

Chairman McClellan. In  order to make the  cuts or hold the level 
of spending to what you suggest, would you think tha t it would re
quire a reduction in personnel ?

Mr. Warnke. I believe that  it should require a reduction in per 
sonnel, yes.

Chairman McClellan. We have a total of 2,194,000 in mili tary  
personnel. How much do you think we should reduce that  total ?

Mr. W arnke. I  think  certainly  a figure of 2 million would be per 
fectly adequate.

Chairman McClellan. You would take off 194,000?
Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Chairman McClellan. Where would you take tha t off? The Army 

has today 784.000. the Xavv 549,000-plus. The Marines have 192.000- 
plus, the Air Force, 669,000-plus. Where would you apply  th is 194,000 
cut to these services?
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Mr. Warnke. As I  say , there is no magic in the figure 194. I think 
we can take out more than  that. I would star t by taking a look at 
our overseas deployments.

NATO FORCE REDUCTION

Chairman McClellan. Let us s tart  with that. Overseas how many 
would you take away from NATO ?

Mr. Warnke. I probably would make a minor cut in NATO force.
Chairman McClellan. What is a minor cut ?
Mr. Warnke. Something like 30,000.
Chairman McClellan. 30,000 from NATO. Would you demobilize 

those ?
Mr. Warnke. I  would.
Chairman McClellan. You would take them out of the service? 

That would be part of your cut ?
Mr. Warnke. That is correct. In our report we propose that what we 

ought to take a look at  are the support forces of NATO and actually 
make a 15-percent cut in total support forces.

Chairman McClellan. What do you mean by support forces?
Mr. W arnke. Those o ther than those who are directly  or indirectly 

engaged in combat.
Chairman McClellan. You would leave most of the combat forces 

there ?
Mr. Warnke. Yes; for the time being.
Chairman McClellan. You believe th at in taking a 15-percent cut 

in the support forces this would leave the combat forces with adequate 
support ?

Mr. Warnke. Yes.

KOREAN FORCE REDUCTION

Chairm an McClellan. Now let us go to Korea. How many forces 
would you take out of Korea ?

Mr. Warnke. I would remove all the division from Korea.
Chairman McClellan. Remove all from Korea?
Mr. Warnke. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. And demobilize them?
Mr. Warnke. And demobilize them.

southeast aria force reduction

Chairman McClellan. Southeast Asia, what would you take from 
there ?

Mr. Warnke. T would certainly eliminate tho ê forces tha t are 
being maintained in Thailand for the possibility of reintervention in 
Vietnam.

Chairman McClellan. And demobilize them ?
Mr. W arnke. Yes. T believe, Mr. Chairman, unless you demobilize 

those forces you bring  home, you don’t really realize much in the way 
of budgetary savings.

Chairman McClellan. Where  else now? T mentioned NATO, 
Korea, and Southeast Asia. Do we have forces anywhere else?
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Mr. W arnke. I think at the present time we have something like 
520,000 troops overseas. What I am ta lking about is a reduction-----

Chairman McClellan. Most of those are in NATO, of course?
Mr. W arnke. About 300,000 in NATO, the others elsewhere. I be

lieve something like 180,000 are in Asia. As our report  suggests, we 
think that  the major reductions should come from the Asian forces. I 
think we have learned again, as we have learned in the  past, that  it is 
not really desirable for the United States to equip itsel f for ground 
wars in Asia. I  doubt tha t a contingency exists and I doubt that , i f it 
did occur, use of our armed forces would be the way to respond to it.

I  think also we ought to be looking toward more substantial reduc
tions in the NATO forces over a period of time.

Chairipan McClellan. I am talking about this year. The fact is 
tha t I fully agree with you. I  would take out more than  the 30,000.

Mr. W arnke. A s I  say, that would be as fa r as I was concerned the 
first withdrawal. I  think that timing  is very impor tant, Mr. Chairman, 
in this regard.

Chairman McClellan. I agree with you about taking them out of 
NATO. I am not certain  that it would be well to demobilize them, 
T don’t know. I feel tha t we have done our share and more over there 
for a long, long time. Anyway, I am just getting this information in 
general terms. I  think  you have substant ially answered these questions.

WEAPO NS RED UCT IONS

Now let us take a list of the request for weapons. Give us a state
ment of the weapons tha t you would eliminate tha t are budgeted for 
procurement or research. You have probably done it already but I 
would like to get a summation of it here.

Mr. Warnke. T would not want you to believe tha t this list was 
necessarily definitive or comprehensive. There are some instances in 
which I  think it could be expanded. These are illus trative cuts. What 
we have endeavored to do in the report is to identi fy savings tha t 
would be more than sufficient to accommodate the $11 billion reduction 
in the defense request.

Chairman McClellan. I know, but it takes cuts to do that.
Mr. Warnke. Th at ’s right.
Chairman McClellan. You have pinpoin ted pret ty well now the 

personnel you would cut. Now let us take the weapons. You mentioned 
two or three. Give us a list of the weapons that you wouldn’t approve.

TRIDE NT AND  B - l  REDUCT IONS

Mr. W arnke. I have already indicated, of course, our feeling tha t 
the Trident and the B- l are unnecessary and do not improve our 
milita ry security.

Chairman McClellan. Anything else ?

COU NTER-FORC E CA PA BILIT Y RED UCTION

Mr. W arnke. Another one in the stra tgic  field would be the add i
tional expenses for counter force capability.

Chairman McClellan. Let me see if I have an understanding of 
that. W hat do you mean by “counterforce capabil ity ?”
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Mr. Warnke. Prog rams  designed to increase the accuracy and yield 
of our existing strateg ic nuclear weapons. Things  like the so-called 
MARV, which is the terminally guided maneuverable reentry  
vehicle.

Chairman McClellan. You would stop improving those weapons.
Mr. W arnke. I would stop improving those weapons because 

it seems to me tha t destabilizes the strategic balance.

EF FE CT  OF SOVIET CLOSED SOCIETY

Senator  Symington. The question the chairman asked is very inter
esting. We live with an open society. The Soviets have a closed society. 
The recommendation which I opposed in the Research and Develop
ment Subcommittee of the Armed Services Committee was tha t we 
eliminate any research in what could be called counterforce effort, 
especially when you consider what you just mentioned, marving and 
mirving , the same general idea.

If  they went ahead in a secret society with  thei r research and we 
did not, and then they suddenly moved into production which we 
would find out about, would we not be in a different position if we 
had done no research in that  field ?

RESEAR CH ABM

Mr. Warnke. When I am talking, Senator Symington, about cut ting 
programs, I am not ta lking about stopping advanced research. I feel, 
for example, we should not continue to deploy ant iballis tic missiles. I 
would, however, support advanced research on antiba llistic  missile 
defense in tbe event that the ABM limitations should break down.

I think  the same is true of counterforce improvement. I  am talking  
about steps toward actual product ion and deployment. Thank you for 
allowing me to make that clarification.

Chairman McClellan. We have thi s problem, too, as Senator Sym
ington points out. We have an open society, they have a closed society.
Our people know what we are doing, what we are spending our money 
for, what kinds of research we are engaged in and so forth. In  a closed 
society such as they have over there we are fortunate, I guess, to find 
out as much as we do by our intelligence efforts. But they can develop 
a weapon, and can engage in research for a number of years developing 
a technology rela ting to a new weapon and they can have it in produc- *
tion before we know about it.

Then we have to start  and take 4 o r 5 years to catch up, just like 
we did with the spacecraft. They had it developed effectively before 
we even started research on it. They could do tha t with weapons. *
Moreover, I think we have to continue to nut some of these developed 
items in production. You can’t just have a lot of research lying around, 
for when a war comes along we won’t have the weapons with which to 
defend ourselves.

There is an element of risk in all of this. We can’t take the whole 
risk of saying we will develop the weapon and let it lie on the shelf 
until something happens. We have to make some effort to produce it.

Mr. Warnke. I  don’t disagree with th at. I am try ing  to isolate those 
weapons of which we feel the production and deployment at the time
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is not only necessary, but in some instances is actually  against our 
interests.

Chairman McClellan. 1 am not criticizing what you have sug
gested. I just wanted to get it as explicitly on the record as we could.

Mr. Warnke. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. Y ou mentioned three—the Trident, B -l  and 

counterforces. Any other areas ?

general purpose force education

Mr. Warnke. Those are the major areas in the strategic field. I think 
also th at there should be some programs tha t should be re-examined,

* either cut back, slowed down or eliminated in the general purpose 
forces.

Chairman McClellan. General purpose ?

•  F—14 REDUCTION

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct. I mentioned, for example, tho F-14, 
I believe also in the naval forces, and our report points  this out in some 
detail, that the procurement of the DD963 ought  to be stretched out.

I think  there is some real question as to whether that is the best ship 
for us to be putting our money into at the present time. Instead of 
tha t, perhaps  what we ought  to do is to  go for smaller, more maneu
verable ships tha t can carry the advanced sea-to-air and sea-to-sea 
missiles.

Chairman McClellan. Are there any other specific weapons?

NUCLEAR ATTACK SUBMARINE REDUCTION

Mr. W arnke. We have also proposed in our repo rt tha t we s tretch 
out the procurement of the SSN-688 nuclear attack submarine. Ob
viously nuclear attack submarines are important to our national se
curity. However, the Navy has under development a smal ler and less 
costly attack submarine.

We feel that  equal capability can be achieved by switching to this 
new submarine over a period of time.

Chairman McClellan. To the smaller submarine?
Mr. Warnke. Yes.

e  Chairman McClellan. Anything else ?

SAM-D REDUCTION

e Mr. Warnke. We have also mentioned the SAM-D, which, as I
indicated, was in itial ly designed as a defense against Soviet bombers 
attacking the United States. It  is now being redesigned in order to 
form an ant iai rcraft  missile system for the defense of the U.S. Army 
in Europe.

Chairman McClellan. In view of what happened in the Middle 
East in the recent conflict, they have apparently a superior weapon 
to ours in the ground-to-air missile, do they not?

Mr. Warnke. I don't think that  we know that  at the present, time. 
T'hev obviously have an effective one.

Chairman McClellan. Wasn’t that pretty well demonstra ted?
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Mr. AV arnke. I t was demonstrated tha t they had an effective one, 
tha t is correct. That  doesn't mean tha t ours is ineffective.

Chairm an McClellan. I  didn’t say it was ineffective. I t seems to me, 
as I understand it, they had a better one. They developed a be tter one 
in th at parti cular field. Th at may be a small matter, but it illustrates 
tha t we have to keep moving. We can’t stand still.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
Chairman McClellan. We can't become static in these things.
Mr. W arnke. I think  it is highly unlikely that the SAM-D is the  

appropriate missile for this purpose.
Chairman McClellan. The SAM-D itself may not be very good. 

I am not arguing about that.
Mr. Warnke. It started out as a strategic defensive system and it is 

now t rying to be converted into a tactical defensive system.
Chairman McClellan. I am not arguing about the SAM-D, as such.
Mr. W arnke. This, of course, is a system which has received a lot 

of research and a lot of investigation . The reports have been very grim, 
I  think,  about its cost effectiveness. I think it is an example of an 
instance in which we are building the wrong system at the  wrong time. 
The GAO report indicated that  we can do better in terms of defense 
by bui lding a wing of F-1 5’s, which would be optimized for  the in ter
ceptor role  and that  would be less costly and more effective.

ECONOMY PRIMIN G FUNDS

Chairman McClellan. There is one other matter. Senator Case 
made reference to it and you discussed it briefly. Do you find in this 
budget some $5 or $6 billion tha t is there primarily  not for  defense, 
but to prime the economy? Do you find any money in the budget for 
that?

Air. W arnke. I  would not be able to identify where that money is. 
As I  said, I am referr ing to the statement  made by Secretary of De
fense Schlesinger in which he indicated his request would have been 
some $6 billion lower.

Chairman McClellan. You can’t identify  it?
Mr. Warnke. I t would be impossible for me to ident ify it without 

more detailed knowledge of the budget.
Chairman McClellan. I am intere sted in it. If  it is in here, I want 

to know where it is and why. I am not saying I oppose all of it. but I 
do want to know where it is. I want to find th at out if I can before 
this committee start s marking up. I thin k this committee wants to 
know it. We will pursue that mat ter a li ttle furthe r. I was just seeing 
if vou could be helpful.

Mr. Warnke. I am sorry, I wish I  could. Mr. Chairman, but I can
not.

Chairman McClellan. I  am going to defer now to my colleagues. 
I don’t mean tha t I have asked all the questions tha t have come to 
mind. I f there are other questions that occur to me that  I  thin k are  im
portant. will it be all right if I submit them to you by letter and have 
you answer them for the record ?

Mr. Warnke. I would welcome that, Mr. Chairman. In fact, I  would 
be appreciative if  you would do that.

Chairman McClellan. In  that  case we might not have to  call you 
back. I think that will take care of it.
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ator Young?

Senator Young. I  have some questions tha t I would like to have an
swered for the record. Mr. Wamke.

Mr. Warnke. Yes. sir.
[The questions and answers fol low:]

N A T O  R ed uc tio n

Q. You sta te on page 36 that there is no “diplomatic purpose for maintenance 
of all our present 300,000 troops in Europe indefinitely.” Yet the facts are tha t 
our NATO Allies have repeatedly  emphasized the ir extreme sensitivity to any 
variat ion in our troop presence in Europe because they regard that  presence as 
a barometer of our determ ination  to support European security. In addition, 
while we have never stated that our current troop levels will necessarily be 
maintained indefinitely, the maintenance of these levels does represent a U.S. 
commitment to NATO in the near  term. In  view of these facts, on what grounds 
do you support your assertion?

A. My own experience has been that our NATO allies worry about any reduc
tions in our troop presence in Europe because they fear  it may be the beginning 
of virtua lly complete American withdrawal. The present  number of our troops 
in Europe is however a histor ical accident, not a military necessity. We have, as 
recently as 1967, withdrawn some American troops without  diplomatic disaster. 
If we were now to discuss with our NATO allies a plan to move toward a more 
austere but st ill substantia l American milit ary presence, I think tha t they would 
recognize this as a decision in their  own interes t. The remaining U.S. forces 
would continue to serve the ir deterrent purpose and would be less of a source of 
political controversy within  the United States. Sensible reductions would thus 
create  greater NATO confidence.

Arm y D iv is io n s

Q. Referring to the proposed increase in Army divisions, you state on page 20 
tha t “there is no convincing evidence we need any such build-up of ground 
forces. . . .” Yet at  13+ divisions, the U.S. Army now stands a t i ts lowest strength 
since 1961 while the Soviets continue to increase the size and quality of the ir 
ground forces, particularly in Europe, as well as thei r capability to deploy these 
forces quickly around the world. In addition, the Soviets have demonstrated 
their  willingness to run risks—the recent Middle East  war was only the latest 
example. Finally, conventional forces assume an even greater deterrent role in 
an era of approximate nuclear parity. If you are willing to discount these develop
ments, what kind of evidence would you consider “convincing”?

A. Our existing strategic and conventional forces have served as an effective 
deterrent. Any proposals for a buildup in ground forces should, in my opinion, 
be premised on some perception of an increased Soviet threat. I have seen no evi
dence of such increased threat and the statements of the President, the Secretary 
of State and the Secretary of Defense do not indicate tha t they see any such 
evidence.

Soviet military manpower has remained relatively static for some years. Im
provements in the quality  of their  trooi>s have been a t least matched by improve
ments in U.S. mili tary capability. The experience of the October war in the 
Middle East  reflects, to me, the fact tha t both superpowers are aware of the 
imperative necessity of avoiding a military confrontation. Each supplied m ilitary 
equipment involvement. I recognize the essential deterrent role of conventional 
forces and support  the maintenance of the  capability  to respond to any  remotely 
conceivable conventional aggression aga inst the United Sta tes and it s basic int er
ests. A protracted  conventional war. however, is  unthinkable in this nuclear age 
and our security requires no worldwide deployment of ground forces. Additional 
divisions are not needed at this time.

M il it a r y  A ssis ta n c e

9. You seem to feel that  the U.S. milita ry assistance program has been used 
for the wrong purposes, it does not contribute to world peace, it has actual ly 
“fueled” conflicts, it assists several governments to repress the ir people, and 
it “can gain us the  lasting hostili ty of the people oppressed.”
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a. P le as e spec ify  an y co nf lic t in  As ia,  A fr ic a or L ati n  Amer ica wh ich  y ou  wou ld  
ju dge to ha ve  r es ulted  f ro m  U.S . m il it ar y  a id .

b. Which  co un tr ie s re ce iv in g U.S. m il it ar y  ai d perm it  no  po li tica l op po si tio n 
and  how wo uld  th e te rm in ati on  of  our  a id  ass is t in th e  de ve lopm en t of su ch  
op po si tio n in ea ch ?

c. In  wh ich  co un tr ie s h as  U.S.  m il it ar y  as si st an ce  re su lt ed  in th e  l ast in g  h ost il 
it y  o f the peop le o pp re ss ed ?

d. F or w hat o bj ec tiv es  w ou ld  you  use  m il it ary  a ss is ta nce?
e. Would you  elim in at e For ei gn M il itar y Sa les C re dit s?  Is  th is  ba d bu sine ss ?

W ou ld  you  au th ori ze  noth in g but ca sh  sa les, or is it  your reco m men da tio n to  
plac e al l ar m s tr an sf e rs  on  a  co mmercial  ba sis, w ith es se ntial ly  no co nt ro ls  by 
th e  U.S . Gov ernm en t?

A. (a ) . W ith  re gard  to  U.S. m il it ary  as si st an ce , I ha ve  no t su gg es ted  th a t it  
w as  th e m aj or ca us e of  co nf lic ts  in  As ia. Afr ica or L ati n  Amer ican . The se  co n
fli cts ha ve  lieen  pri m ari ly  th e  pr od uc e of  te rr it o ri a l d is pute s an d re lig io us  an d 
tr ib a l riva lr ie s.  B ut cert a in ly  su ch  co nf lic ts as  th e  In d ia /P a k is ta n  w ar  of 19G5 >
w er e co nd uc ted in la rg e p a rt  w ith  Amer ican  w ea po ns . H ondura s an d E l Sal va do r 
us ed  Amer ican  ar m s again st  on e an oth er . The  re pea te d  m il it a ry  co up s el se whe re  
in  L ati n  Am eri ca  ha ve  been  bu tt re ss ed  w ith  wea po ns  ob ta in ed  th ro ug h U.S.  
m il it a ry  aid.  And U.S. m il it a ry  as si st an ce  an d sa le s to  Port ugal ha ve  st re ng th 
en ed  ef fo rt s of  th e Port ugues e arm ed  fo rces  to  su pp re ss  indi ge no us  re vo lt again st  •
co loni al  ru le  in  An gola and M oz am biqu e an d Por tu gu es e Guine a.

(b ) . U.S . m il it ar y  as si st an ce , in  th e form  of  g ra n t aid,  ex ce ss  de fens e ite ms 
and  m il it a ry  cr ed it  sa le s ha ve  be en  pr ov id ed  to  th e  d ic ta to rs h ip s of  Greece , Sp ain  
an d Port ugal in Eu rope . K or ea  and  T ai w an  ar e  on e- pa rty st a te s  which  are  m aj or 
re ci p ie nts  of  Amer ican  ar m s.  The  Ph il ip pi ne s,  w he re  we ha ve  ha d a m il it ar y 
ass is ta nce pr og ra m  fo r ye ar s,  has now been fo r man y m on th s unde r m art ia l 
law. Man y of  the co un tr ie s in So uth Ame ric a w he re  th e Ni xo n ad m in is tr at io n  
has  pr op os ed  in cr ea se d m il it a ry  ai d  a re  ru led by m il it ary  ju n ta s.  I f  te rm in a
tion  of  ou r m il it ar y  a ss is ta nce  did  no t re su lt  in th e revi va l of  de moc racy , a t le as t 
it  c ou ld  no  l on ge r be blam ed  fo r it s  su pp re ss io n.

(c ) . Fort unate ly , be ca us e of  o u r re co rd  in W or ld  W ar  I I  an d in  pos tw ar  
re hab il it a ti on , an d als o be ca us e of  ou r ge ne ra lly be ne fic en t in te rn ati onal in te n
tio ns , w e ha ve  a co ns id er ab le  re se rv o ir  of  goodw ill th ro ugh out th e  wo rld . The re  
is,  in my  vie w,  a ris k th a t th is  ca n be di ss ip at ed  in th e a ft e rm a th  of Vietn am , 
an d our un pop ul ar  ro le  th er e,  i f  we co nt in ue  to  pr ov id e arm s to regimes  th a t 
st ay  in  po w er  th ro ug h po w er  and  no t th ro ug h th e  w ill  of  a fr ee  el ec tror at e.
M il it ar y  su pp or t to un po pu la r re gi m es  may  we ll in cur “th e la st in g  h ost il ity  of  t he 
peop le re pr es se d. ”

(d ) . I wo uld prov ide m il it ary  ass is ta nce  on ly whe re  th is  se rv es  to  st re ngth en  
de te rr en ce  of  an y po ss ible ex te rn al ag gr es sion  th a t may  th re a te n  our own in 
te re st s.  I wo uld no t pr ov id e it  to  c u rr y  favo r,  to  he lp  our bal an ce  of  pa ym en ts , 
or  to  pr es er ve th e st a tu s quo in  some fo re ig n co un try.  The  su rv iv al  of  Is ra el , fo r 
ex am pl e,  is  of  concern  to  th e U nited  S ta te s an d m il it ary  ai d to  So uth Korea  
pr ob ab ly  co ntr ib ute s to st ab il it y  in  th a t pe nins ul a.  I wo uld  co nt in ue  th is  su p
po rt . W he re  th e  st re ng th  of NA TO  ju st if ie s m il it ary  ass is ta nce  to  som e of  its  
le ss  w ea lthy  me mbers,  su ch  ass is ta nce sh ou ld  be  g ra n te d  in  th e  ab sence of 
co unte rv ai ling  con side ra tio ns .

(e ) . I wo uld no t el im in at e al l fo re ig n m il it ary  sa le s cr ed it s no r wou ld  I pla ce
al l ar m s tr an sfe rs  on a co mm er ci al  ba si s,  w ith es se ntial ly  no co ntr ols  by th e •
U.S . Gov ernm en t. I be lieve  th a t u lt im ate  co nt ro l ov er  ar m s tr an sfe rs  shou ld 
co nt in ue  to  re si de  in th e D ep ar tm en t of  S ta te  an d th a t m il it ary  cre d it  sa les, on 
so un d bu sine ss  te rm s,  sh ou ld  be au th ori zed  on a case- by -ca se  ba si s w he re  m il i
ta ry  cap ab il ity  of  th e re ci pi en t co untr y  se rv es  Amer ican  in te re st s.

Chairm an McClellan. I  might  add this. In talk ing about $5 or $6 
billion in th e Defense budget purp ortedly to strengthen the economy,
I have already made a request of Secretary Schlesinger to give us 
some information about that. If  necessary, we will ask him to come up 
and discuss it with us.

Senator Case?
OVERALL CE ILIN G EFFECT

Senator  Case. There is one th ing  that perhaps von discussed before 
I was able to get here, but i f not, I wish you would give us, on the basis
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of your own knowledge and experience, how the Defense Department 
works and the m ilitary system of the country works, that is this mat
ter of what would happen if we do impose an overall ceiling, across- 
the-board cut. There are certa in things in here that  I am very much 
interested in and that you are interested in. F or instance, the defense 
of Europe and other areas of our defense.

I would not want to see this  cut. I am interested in keeping up the 
conventional s trength  o f our combat forces in relation to overall per
sonnel in the defense struc ture. What likelihood is there if we impose 
a cut of $5 or $10 billion, the bulk of that  might be cut where we 
might not want it to, and the defense of the country  would be really 
hurt, considering the way the defense struc ture is based, on three 
services, the need for mediation by the Defense Department among 
them and all the res t of it.

Mr. Warnke. I f I migh t start  answering your question by saying 
that , in fact, a ceiling process is followed anyway. There is no way in 
which you can do this short  of budgeting  without having  some sort of 
figure in mind. Obviously in the process in the Defense Department 
they determine what the figure is that they feel is presentable to the 
Congress.

Then that  ceiling is f urt her pushed down by the  Office of Manage
ment and Budget. Then the Congress, of course, in many instances 
puts  fur ther  cuts in. So there is a cei ling process at work.

The question I  am raising is whether or not the Congress ought to 
be a par t of th at ceiling process. Now necessarily the services have to 
make choices. They do so even in the initial formulation of thei r 
budget. I have no reason to feel, in fact I feel to the  contrary, tha t they 
would in any respect sacrifice the most important national interests.

PR IO RIT Y LIS T  NE ED ED

I think  th at this would compel them to focus on priorities. I would 
suspect tha t what they would eliminate is a list which is pret ty com
parable to that which our report suggests, th at they would eliminate 
some of the  items on th eir “wish” list, some of the items that  perhaps 
they would like to have but they recognize as not being essential for  
the protection of  nationa l interests.

I have seen no reason to believe that our milit ary leaders feel di f
ferently  than  you do, s ir, or than I do with respect to the prior ity that 
has to be placed on our commitment to Western Europe. I thin k we 
could count on them to see to it t ha t the necessary capability for that  
purpose would be maintained.

Senator Case. Y our confidence is a very important m atter  to me and 
to most of us, I am sure, because of your experience.

Thank you. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

R Y U K Y U  PERSO NNEL  RE DU CT IO N

Chairman McClellan. The s taff reminds me I had overlooked one 
or two items here. We were tryin g to determine from where we m ight 
bring t roops home so as to make a reduction in mili tary personnel. We 
have about 55.000, I believe, in the Ryukyu Islands. They are there  
more or less for the  protection of Jap an. Would you bring  those home ?
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Mr. W arnke. Y es;  I  would. I  have no t figu red  e xactly the num ber .
Ch air man  McClellan . H ow much  of a cut  wou ld you make there ?
Mr. W arnke. I  t hink  we could make su bs tan tia l cuts  of our forces  in 

Ja pan  and  the R yuk yus.

ALSO REV IEW  OF RESERVES

Ch airm an  McClellan. A lso  in the Reserve  forces, do you propose 
to cut  the  Reserves ?

Mr. W arnke. In  ou r re port  we do pro pose th at  th er e should be a 
review of  the  Reserve sit ua tio n at  the  pre sen t time to  det erm ine  ju st  
wh at  of those forces are ac tual ly  ava ilable  in the  event of  a mili ta ry  
con ting ency. We feel th at  some  sav ings cou ld be ach ieve d the re.  I 
do n’t believe we have come up  w ith  a specific  number .

CIVILIAN  PERSON NE L REDUCTIONS

Ch ai rm an  McClellan . B ut it  should  be exa min ed an d some cuts 
made. I  di dn ’t ask you ab ou t civ ilian  personnel  either . Ho w much of  
th at do  you  th ink we could redu ce?

Mr. W arnke. We have a speci fic recommenda tion  wi th reg ard to 
civ ilian  perso nne l. Tha t is  on p ag e 21 of  ou r repor t. W ha t we hav e pr o
posed is th e same as the cut  in th e su pp or t forces, a 15-percen t reduc
tio n in civ ilian  personnel. Th ere is a sli gh t i ncre ase w hich is proposed 
fo r th is  year .

We  be lieve i t is  unn ecessary . O f course, as you reca ll bac k in N ovem
be r 1972, Pr es iden t Nixo n himse lf ha d some cri tic al com men ts about 
the num bers o f civil ian s in  the P en tago n.

Ch ai rm an  McClellan . I was ju st  tryi ng  to make the reco rd 
complete .

Se na tor  Symington ?

NUCLE AR WEAPO NS AN D NA TIO NA L SECURI TY

Se na tor  Symington . Mr. W arnk e,  it  would seem in thes e heari ng s 
we may not  have discussed by fa r the most im po rtan t aspect  of ou r 
na tio na l sec uri ty.  W hen  I first came on  the Arme d Services Com mit tee 
in 1953. f ai rly fresh out of the  Pe nt ag on . I was much intere ste d in the 
fu ture  of nucle ar  weapons. I was t ol d bv the  c ha irm an  at th at  t ime, a 
mem ber of the  othe r pa rty , th at  the m at te r was so se cre t he pr efer red 
not to hav e it discussed in our com mit tee . T c ould neve r get an answer 
as to why , inasmuch  as it was obv iou sly  t he  fu ture  fore most force the  
wor ld wou ld have to recognize,  w hy it sho uld  be so completely  ignore d 
in d iscussion of mili ta ry  requ ireme nts . Bu t th at  p osi tion has  pers isted.

In  the Fo re ign  Relations Comm itte e there  was a d iffere nt sit ua tio n. 
Und er  the law  the ad minist ra tio ns  sa id the y were forbidd en  to  give  
out inform at ion abou t nuclear wea pons because of  the na tu re  of  the 
Atomic  En ergy  Act . There  was dis agree me nt among the law yer s on 
the  com mit tee as again st law yers of  th e admi nistr at ion.

As is usu al, you know who won th at  arg um ent. Sin ce th at  tim e, 
because of  the gr ea t and  grow ing  im porta nce of nucle ar  weapons, 
I gave up  a posit ion  on anoth er  com mit tee  to join the  Jo in t Atom ic 
En ergy  Com mit tee.  By law the  la tter  n ot  only receives answers to all 
ques tions , but  are supposed to have vo lun tee red  any major  changes.
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In this work I have had the full support of both  the present chai r
man, Congressman Price, and the next chairman, Senator Pastore.

Now let us look at some facts briefly to see what we are talk ing about 
if there  is any real interest in true  national security.

E FF ECT OF H IR O SH IM A  BOMB

The Hiroshima bomb was actually 13 kilotons. Dr. York, former 
Directo r of Research and Engineer ing in the Pentagon , testified th at 
bomb killed 100,000 people immediately, many others late r on from 
sickness.

CO N CEA LM EN T O F NUCLE AR W EA PO NS

We know that in the years  it took to beat both Germany and Japan 
and the Islands, we dropped 2,046,00 tons of TN T; 1.4 million on 
Germany, 646,000 on Japan and the Islands. In TNT  equivalent, t ha t 
is one twenty-fifth of 1 percent in TNT equivalent of what we have 
ready to drop tomorrow. Any member of this committee could walk 
into this room with a Hiroshima bomb in each hand because of the 
development of lethal blast  as against reduction in weight. A man could 
take a room in a hotel in Washington and say he was going down to 
his daughter's graduation in Roanoke. Instead of going there, he could 
go to Dulles; and 12 hours  later, when he was in Europe or somewhere, 
there  would be no more Washington.

We know also tha t a little  fighter plane out of F ran kfu rt, with the 
new bombs developed, could drop 700 kilotons on Moscow, over 50 
times the lethal effect o f the Hiroshima bomb. You may knock out 
25 percent, even 50 percent—I never heard of anyth ing like tha t any
where—of an atta ckin g force; but you certain ly are not going to 
knock out anything like 99 percent and to save the city you must knock 
out 100 percent of any carefully  planned attack. You have today in 
Europe, the capacity to destroy Moscow. In  addition, we have, accord
ing to published testimony, over 7,000 nuclear warheads in Europe; 
and in many other countries.

I can't yet find out, even as a member of the Joint Atomic Commit
tee. whether there is any actually signed agreement with the Germans 
that will allow us to use those weapons as we see fit. We do know th at  
their custody has been very careless not only in Europe, but in many 
other countries, including the Far  East.

It is fai r to say any of these warheads could sta rt a thi rd  war, 
which could well be the end of civilization as we know it. One who 
could well be our leading elder statesman told me that  some 10 years 
ago one of the Soviet leaders said to him “You know we can now 
destroy your country, regardless of what you do. We know also tha t 
you can destroy ours, regardless of what we do.”

NUCLE AR CA PA CIT Y

Put ting  it anoth er wav, if the Soviets hi t the United States  ton ight 
with every thing they have, and we did not know they were coming, 
within 48 hours we could wipe thei r cities off the face of the Ea rth , 
primarily as you pointed out because of the tremendous destructive 
capacity of the Polaris-Poseidon submarines. On the other hand , if
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wo hit the Soviet Union tonight with everyth ing we have, and they 
didn’t know we were coming, within 48 hours the minimum figure 
given the Joint Committee of the number of American dead is 100 
million, just about everybody in any city of any size.

So where is there any victory for e ither side? The American people 
obviously should know a lot more about all this. I t would have a major  
effect on the constitution, the construction, of our military budget. 
It  would help to c larify and bring into focus problems we have been 
discussing here this morning.

SECRECY AND ATOM IC "WEAPONS

You have had much experience in the Pentagon . Why is it tha t 
we maintain so much u nwarranted secrecy around this  nuclear force 
picture ? From what I unders tand, since the Smythe report came out 
in the middle 1940’s there has been no such secrecy essential to our 
security.

You mentioned Jap an,  or the chairman did. I was in Jap an last 
year. They have great energy problems. I was introduced to the  man 
some felt would be the next Premier. I found from his questioning 
he had forgotten more about atomic matters  than I  would know. They 
are interested,  they are bright, and our position with them has 
deteriorated  recently.

As you know, a short time ago India became the sixth nuclear 
nation. It  is mv own opinion that at least two additional countries 
now have nuclear capacity. Tha t makes eight. One of our great scien
tists said 20 some years ago it was all like two scorpions in a bottle, 
but now there are at least six. Wha t difference will it make if 2 
scorpions out of 10 to 20 make a decision? Wha t effect would tha t 
necessarily have on the remain ing scorpions, as the situation develops 
and the number continues to grow.

You know these new possibilities, as perhaps best pointed out by Dr. 
Ed Taylor. I called up Dr. Harold Agnew, perhaps the most exper i
enced of all physicists in this field, head of our Los Alamos Labora 
tory, and asked him if Dr. Taylo r was sound. He said, why he designed 
most of our first nuclear bombs. Dr. Taylor points out the  growing 
danger from private organizations intent on destruction—the Irish 
Republican Army, the Palestinian Liberation Front, the Mafia—as 
examples of groups tha t might be using this force in the  future, 
especially as our peacetime nuclear efforts create the production of 
enriched uranium and plutonium.

NU CLEAR TH RE AT

What do you think we ought to do about all this? If  we are going 
to be really serious in our questions of what should be done for the 
future physical security of the United States, how can we get over 
to the American people regardless of conventional troops and ships 
and planes we have all over the world, the real force that faces our 
destruction and the world’s destruction today? Wh at would be your 
thoughts ?

Mr. W arnke. I feel, Senator Symington, just as you do, that there 
is unnecessary secrecy about this at the  present time and it does not
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serve any constructive purpose. We are not keeping anything  at this 
stage from the Soviet Union. They know as much as we do about tlie 
destructive  power of nuclear weapons.

I think i t is impor tant that  we maintain secrecy with regard  to our 
advanced technology in this  and other fields, b ut tha t is a very dif 
ferent question than  the determination as to whether or not we 
and the rest of the world ought to appreciate the enormity of this 
power that the mind of man has  unleashed.

I thin k if we were to  publicize this more, it  would have a sobering 
effect. I  think  people would recognize the fact  t ha t the world can no 
longer afford war. Any sort of conflict, whatever the motivation may 
be, holds the key to escalation into a nuclear confronta tion.

Senator Young said earl ier today tha t if we look back at the wars 
we have fought, they have been conventional. I suspect tha t will al
ways be the case. We won’t look back to a nuclear war. There won’t 
be anybody to look back. The destructive power even of those 7,000 
so-called tactical nuclear weapons in Europe is such that  Europe could 
not survive thei r use in the defense of Europe. It  would be an in
stance in which we had  to destroy Europe in order to defend it.

I think there is an inadequate understanding of the fact tha t not 
only do wars now pose the problem of escalation to a nuclear conflict, 
but this also means th at we have to reevaluate the approach to war. 
At one time it was regarded as merely being a continuation of foreign 
policy by other means. I t can no longer be regarded in that vein.

I think it is terr ibly  important tha t both we and other countries 
in the  world recognize tha t in fooling around with the atom and with 
the proliferation  which now appears  to be the trend, we create the 
ultimate risk not only to national security,  but to world survival.

Senator  Symington. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman McClellan. Thank you very much, Mr. Warnke.
I appreciate your response to our invita tion and appreciate very 

much vour discussion of these problems tha t confron t us on which we 
have to make some decisions. You have been very kind. If  we do 
decide we need some more information,  we will submit you questions.

Thank you very much.
Mr. Warnke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will look forward to 

receiving them.
SUBCOMMIT TEE RECESS

Chairman McClellan. The subcommittee will now recess subject  
to the call of the Chair.

[Whereupon, at 12:18 p.m., T hursday, May 30, the subcommittee 
was recessed to reconvene at the call of the Chair.]
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U.S . Senate,
Subcommittee of th e Committee on A ppropriations,

Wa s king  ton , D.G.
Th e subcomm ittee  me t a t 10 :30 a.m., in room  1224, Ev er et t M cKinle y 

Di rksen Office Bui ld ing,  Ho n. Jo hn  L . Mc Cle llan (cha irm an ) pr es id 
ing.

Pr es en t:  Se na tor s Mc Cle llan , Young , Co tton, Case, Fo ng , and 
Symington .

D E PA R TM EN T OF D E F E N S E

ST A T E M E N T  OF HON. JA M E S  R. SC H L E SIN G E R , SEC R ETA R Y  OF 
D EFE N SE

OPENING  REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN

Ch air man  McClel lan . The  subc ommit tee  wi ll come to order .
On  May 30, fo rm er  Ass ist an t S ec retar y o f D efense , P au l C. Warnk e, 

appe ared  before  th is  subcom mit tee and gave tes tim ony on m ili ta ry  
pol icy  and in su pp or t of  the  proje ct on bu dg et  pr io rit ies pro posal  
to reduce the  Defense bu dg et  for  fiscal ye ar  1975 by $14 to  $15 bil lion.

A copy  o f the  tr an sc ri p t of  t hat  he ar ing has been  furnish ed  t o  S ec
re ta ry  Schle sin ger an d we have  inv ited him  to  ap pe ar  here toda y to  
respond to  the com ments  and sug ges tions made by Mr.  Warn ke . We  
have, in addit ion , ask ed the Se creta rv  to com men t on some ot he r m at 
ter s of  cu rre nt  in terest to the  subcom mit tee.  The se matters  are  set  
fo rth in cor respondenc e with the Se cretary da ted Ju ne  7 and 14 and , 
wi tho ut object ion , I  will  insert thes e le tte rs  in the  record  at  th e con
clus ion of m y rem ark s.

correspondence

Mr.  Secre tar y, we are  g lad  to h ave you wi th us tod ay  and  un less a ny  
of my colleagues  wis h to mak e a sta tem en t, we will let  you pro ceed 
with your  in iti al  or  prep ared  sta tem ent, if  you have one. But  befor e 
you proceed,  I  th in k  it also adv isable  to  inse rt in the  record  at  th is  
po int m y l et te r t o you  d ated May 21,1974, toge ther  with  yo ur  respo nse  
the reto da ted  Ju ne 10, 1974. Some of  the  mat ters  re ferre d to  in th is  
cor respondence wil l be the subjec t of  our  d iscussion toda y an d I th in k 
these le tte rs  sho uld  go in the record .

[The le tte rs  f ollow :]
(79)

37-199  0  -  74 - 6
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ila y 21, 1974
Dear Kr. Secre ta ry :

Re cent  st ate m en ts  in d ic a te  th a t p o ss ib ly  as  su ch  as  
$6 .3  b i l l i o n  was add ed to  th a Depar tment  o f  Def en se  f i s c a l  yea r  
19 75  bu dg et  re ques t in  ord er  t o  s ti m u la te  th e econom y. I  aa  
in form ed  th a t th is  gen er al su b je c t  was d is cu sse d  a t  some le n g th  
du ri ng yo ur  appearance  bef ore  th e  Bouse  D ef ea se  Appro pri at io ns 
Su bcom mittee  on Feb ruary 2 6 , 1974 .

In  re sp on se  to  ay  q u es t io n s  su bm itted to  yo u a t  ou r 
hearin g  on  March 5 , 19 74 , r e p li a a  we re as  fo ll o w :

-*
"N oth ing  i s  in c lu d ed  in  our req uest  fo r  th e  

pu rp ose o f  s t im u la tin g  th e  economy.**

and
•*S

"I thin k, i t  i s  s a fe  to  say th at th e Def en se  bu dg et  
i s  h ig her  than  i t  would  ha ve  beau had th e economy no t 
so ft en ed .* ’

In  or de r to  hel p  th e  Comm ittee in  i t s  d e li b e r a tio n s  on  th e 
f i s c a l  yea r 1975 Def en se  b i l l  and in  pr ep ar in g fo r  th e f lo o r  debate , 
i t  ia  necess ary  to  know th e fo ll o w in g :

1 . The ex act  amounts in clu ded  in  th e FY 1975 Dafen ee  
bu dg et  in  ord er  to  st im u la te  th e eco nomy , in c lu d in g  (A) app ro p ri ati ons 
req uest ed ; (B)  t o t a l  o b li g a t io n a l a u th o r it y ; and (C) o u tla y s .

2 . The specific pr og ra ms, by app ro p ri ati on , item  and 
amo unt , th a t we re in cl uded  to  s t im u la te  th e economy.

3 . i f  no fun ds wa rs s p e c i f i c a l ly  In clud ed  to  st im u la te  
th e eco nom y, bu t were added aa th e economy so fte n e d , p le a se  pro vid e 
th e fo ll o w in g :

The appro pri ati ons r e q u e s t , t o t a l  o b li g a t io n s !  
a u th o r it y  and est im ate d  o u tla y s  b efo re  and a f te r  
th e  economy so ft en ed  fo r  th o se  programs so  a f f e c te d ,  
id e n t i f ie d  by app ro p ri ati on  t i t l e  and it em , ba sed on 
th e  assu mpt ion th a t th e grand t o t a l  o f  th e  Def en se  
bu dg et  bef ore  th e econ om ic s o f te n in g , p lu s th e amount 
ad de d,  wou ld to t a l  $92.9  b i l l i o n  in  bu dg et  a u th o rit y
and $8 5 .3  b i l l i o n  la  o u t la y s . #

The Com mittee d e s ir e s  th a t yo ur  rep ly  ba aa reso o n sl v e  
as p o s s ib le  w it h  s p e c i f ic  an sw ers to  th e  above q u e s t io n s . The 
su b je c t ties  a d ir e c t  e f f e c t  on th e o v e r a l l  bu dget and th e a n tic ip a ted  
d e f i c i t  fo r  f i s c a l  ye ar  19 75 . Thi s in fo rm ation i s  v i t a l  to  aa  •
inform ed  deb ate  i a  th e Co ng ress on th e  FY 1975 D ef en se  budget .

U lt b  kind  re gard s,  I aa

Sincerely,

John L. McClellan 
Chairman
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY O f  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20 30 !

JU.'i ! 0 1374

H onora b le  Jo h n  L . M cC le ll an  
C hair m an, Com m it te e on  A p p ro p r ia ti o n s  
U n it e d  S t a te s  S e n a te

D ear  Mr . C hair m an:
*• .

T h is  i s  i n  re s p o n s e  t o  y o u r  l e t t e r  o f  May 2 1 , 1974  w it h  r e s p e c t  to  
a l l e g a t i o n s  t h a t  am ounts  w er e in c lu d e d  i n  th e  FY 19 75  D ef en se  b u d g e t 
r e q u e s t  f o r  t h e  p u rp o s e  o f  s t im u la t in g  th e  ec on om y.  As th e  S e c r e ta r y  

» i n d ic a te d  i n  h i s  te s ti m o n y , n o th in g  i s  in c lu d e d  in  o u r  r e q u e s t s  f o r
t h a t  p u rp o s e . O ur  e n t i r e  r e q u e s t  i s  n e c e s s a ry  t o  m ee t m i l i t a r y  
re q u ir e m e n ts , an d  i s  j u s t i f i e d  on  t h a t  b a s i s  a lo n e . I t  i s  o u r  ju d g 
m en t,  how ever , t h a t  —  had  th e  eco nomy  n o t  s o f te n e d  — th e  FY 1975 
b u d g e t r e q u e s t  f o r  D e fe n se , an d f o r  o th e r  a g e n c ie s  a s  w e l l ,  w ou ld  
have b een  re d u c e d  w i th in  th e  E x e c u ti v e  B ra nch  b e fo re  su b m is s io n  to  
th e  C o n g re ss .

L e t me re v ie w  th e  r e c o r d  on  t h i s  p o i n t ,  b e g in n in g  w it h  th e  FY 1975 
f o r e c a s t s  t h a t  w ere  in c lu d e d  i n  th e  FY 1974 b u d g e t do cu m en t,  r e l e a s e d  
i n  Ja n u a ry  1 9 73 . .

(FY 19 75  e s t im a te s ,  $ b i l l i o n s )

FY 19 75  f o r e c a s t
C u rre n t FY 1975 
r e q u e s t ,  FY 1975

in  FY 1974 b u d g e t b u d g e t do cu men t
do cu m en t (p p-  4 0 - (p p.  40- 41 )
41) r e le a s e d r e le a s e d
Ja n u a ry  1973 F eb ru a ry  1974  Cha ng e

*

N a ti o n a l D efe nse  b u d g e t
a u th o r i t y 9 1 .9 9 5 .0 + 3 .1

(DoD/MAP) (9 0 .0 )* (9 2 .9 ) (+ 2 .9 )
(AEC, s t o c k p i l i n g ,  e t c . ) (1 .9 )* . (2 .1 ) (+ .2 )

N a ti o n a l D efe n se  o u t la y s 8 5 .5 8 7 .7 + 2 .2
(DoD/MAP) (8 3 .0 )* (8 5 .8 ) (+ 2 .8 )
(AEC, s t o c k p i l i n g ,  e t c . ) (2 .5 )* (1 .9 ) ( - .6 )

T o ta l  F e d e ra l  Gov er nm en t o u t la y s 288 .0 30 4. 4 + 1 6 .4

*T he se  b re ak dow ns i n  p a r e n th e s is  do  n o t a p p ea r i n  th e  budget docum ent.«

T hus,  i n  J a n u a ry  1973 , we w er e p r o j e c t i n g  §9 0 b i l l i o n  i n  FY 1975  b u d g e t 
a u th o r i t y  f o r  DoD/MAP, and  §83  b i l l i o n  i n  o u t l a y s .  We a r e  now r e q u e s t 
in g  § 2 .9  b i l l i o n  m or e i n  b u d g e t a u th o r i t y ,  and  § 2 .8  b i l l i o n  more i n  
o u t l a y s ,  th a n  was  f o r e c a s t  back  i n  J a n u a ry  1973. T h is  in c r e a s e  i s  mo re 
th a n  a c c o u n te d  f o r  by  th e  sh a rp  i n f l a t i o n  t h a t  o c c u rre d  i n  th e  in te r im .  
Fro m Dec em be r 1972 t o  De cember 1973, th e  w h o le sa le  p r i c e  in d ex  in c r e a s e d  
18 .2% . We d id  n o t  f o r e s e e ,  18  m onth s a g o , t h e  sh a rp  in c r e a s e s  i n  f u e l  
p r i c e s ,  th e  i n c r e a s e  i n  s u b s is te n c e  r a t e s  fr om  §1 .6 5  t o  §2 .2 8  p e r  d ay , 
th e  im p a c t o f  t h e  F e b ru a ry  1973  d e v a lu a t io n ,  o r  th e  sh a rp  in c r e a s e  i n



82

t h e  r a t e  o f  i n f l a t i o n  a c r o s s  th e  b o a rd . Pay  r a i s e s  an d r e t i r e d  pay  c o s t - o f - l i v i n g  i n c r e a s e s  c o s t  more th a n  we h ad  p la n n e d  b ack  i n  Ja n u a ry  1973.

T h ere  w ere  som e r e d u c t io n s .  War  c o s t s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  MASF, a r e  lo w er th a n  we h ad  p la n n e d  i n  J a n u a ry  1973 . Ou r Ju ne  3 0 , 19 74  ma npow er e s t im a te  ( m i l i t a r y  an d c i v i l  s e r v ic e )  s l i p p e d  46,0 00  bet w ee n th e  tw o d a te s .  We a l s o  h ad  t o  ta k e  a c c o u n t o f  c o n g re s s io n a l  a c t io n s  on  o u r  FY 19 74  r e q u e s ts  w hic h  i n  som e c a s e s  te n d e d  t o  add  t o  o u r  19 75  pro gra m  and  i n  o th e r s  t o  d e c re a s e  i t .  Th e M id dle  E a s t  c r i s i s  an d th e  r e l a t e d  ex p o su re  o f  m a te r i e l  d e f i c i e n c i e s  wa s a n o th e r  i te m  on th e  in c r e a s e  s id e .

I t  be ca me c l e a r  t o  u s ,  th e n ,  a s  we w er e w ork in g  on  th e  FY 1975 budget r e q u e s t s  l a s t  f a l l ,  t h a t  we w ould  need  c o n s id e ra b ly  more th a n  th e  $90 b i l l i o n  i n  b u d g e t a u th o r i t y  an d  $83  b i l l i o n  i n  o u t la y s  f o r e c a s t  in  Ja n u a ry  1973. I t  i s  o u r  ju d g m en t t h a t ,  had  th e  econo my  n o t  s o f te n e d  l a t e  l a s t  y e a r ,  th e  O f f ic e  o f  Ma nagem ent  an d B udget  m ig h t w e l l  ha ve  t r i e d  t o  h o ld  u s  t o  th e  e a r l i e r  l e v e l  o f $83 b i l l i o n  i n  o u t la y s  f o r  FY 1975 . We do  f e e l  t h a t  th e  P r e s id e n t  wou ld  hav e re c o g n iz e d  th e  ne ed  f o r  som e in c r e a s e  in  D efe nse  sp e n d in g  ab ov e th e  Ja n u a ry  1973  f o r e c a s t ,  b u t  w ould  p ro b a b ly  n o t  have a ll o w e d  th e  f u l l  am ou nt  we w er e r e q u e s t in g  i f  i t  w er e n e c e s s a ry  t o  h o ld  o u t la y s  in  t o t a l  a t  a  much lo w er l e v e l .I t  was  o n  t h i s  b a s i s  t h a t  th e  S e c r e ta r y  e s t im a te d  t h a t  th e  P r e s id e n t ’s FY 19 75  D efe nse  b u d g e t r e q u e s t  m ig h t hav e bee n from  $1 b i l l i o n  t o  $ 1 .5  b i l l i o n  lo w er th a n  i t  i s ,  h ad  th e  econom y n o t  s o f te n e d .

As t h in g s  w or ked  o u t ,  th e  econom y d id  s o f t e n ,  an d OMB d id  n o t  p r e s s  t o  h o ld  u s  t o  th e  lo w er l e v e l s  th e y  may ha ve  been  c o n s id e r in g  e a r l i e r  i n  th e  f a l l .  I t  wa s p o s s ib l e  t o  m ee t m i l i t a r y  n eeds w it h in  th e  h ig h e r  F e d e ra l  b u d g e t t o t a l  t h a t  e v e n tu a te d . I t  i s  im p o r ta n t t o  n o te ,  a s  i n d ic a te d  i n  th e  t a b l e  p r e s e n te d  e a r l i e r ,  t h a t  t o t a l  F e d e ra l  o u t la y s  i n  th e  FY 1975  b u d g e t a r e  p r o j e c te d  a t  $16.4  b i l l i o n  h ig h e r  th a n  in  th e  f o r e c a s t  p r e s e n te d  in  J a n u a ry  1973.

You m en ti o n ed  a  f ig u r e  o f  $6 .3  b i l l i o n  a l l e g e d  to  hav e been  ad de d to  t h e  FY 19 75  D efe nse  b u d g e t t o  s t im u la te  th e  ec on om y.  T h at p a r t i c u l a r  f i g u r e  a r i s e s  from  an o u t r i g h t  m is r e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  S e c r e t a r y ’s  te s ti m o n y  b e f o re  th e  Ho use  A p p ro p r ia t io n s  C om m it te e.  He r e f e r r e d  to  o u r  FY 19 75  r e q u e s t  w i th in  th e  E x e c u ti v e  B ra nch  "o n th e  o r d e r  o f  $85 b i l l i o n  i n  o u t l a y s ."  (Hou se  h e a r in g s .  P a r t  1 , p .  35 2)  T h is  h a s  b een  t a k e n ,  e r ro n e o u s ly , t o  a p p ly  to  o b l ig a t i o n a l  a u th o r i t y .Ou r FY 19 75  r e q u e s t  f o r  o b l i g a t i o n a l  a u th o r i t y  (e x c lu d in g  MAP) i s  $ 9 1 .3  b i l l i o n .  Hen ce , a  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  $6 .3  b i l l i o n .  T h is  i s  comp l e t e l y  e r ro n e o u s . The r e c o r d  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  we n e v e r  c o n s id e re d  a r e q u e s t  a s  lo w  a s  $85 b i l l i o n  i n  o b l ig a t i o n a l  a u th o r i t y ,  and  t h e  S e c r e ta r y  s p e c i f i c a l l y  l a b e l l e d  t h i s  a s  an  o u t la y  e s t im a te  i n  h i s  te s ti m o n y .

In  s h o r t ,  one can  b e g in  w i th  th e  f o r e c a s t  o f  FY 1975  D efe nse  b u d g e t a u th o r i t y  t h a t  was  p la c e d  i n  th e  p u b l i c  re c o rd  i n  Ja n u a ry  1973 , ad d an y r e a s o n a b le  am ou nt  f o r  u n a n t i c ip a te d  i n f l a t i o n ,  an d em er ge  w i th  a  h ig h e r  am ou nt  th a n  we a r e  now r e q u e s t in g  f o r  FY 1975 . T here  i s  no  b a s i s  f o r  t h e  a l l e g a t i o n s  t h a t  am ounts  wer e ad ded  t o  th e  D efe nse  b u d g e t l a t e  i n  19 73  t o  s t im u la te  t h e  econ om y.  Tho se  m ak in g su ch  a l l e g a t i o n s  have  ig n o re d  s i g n i f i c a n t  p a r t s  o f  th e  p u b l ic  r e c o r d  an d d i s t o r t e d  o t h e r  p a r t s  o f  i t .  :
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Your letter enumerates three specific requests for information. As 
to the first two, the answer is that there are no such amounts, pro
grams, or items. As to the third point, nothing was added to the 
Defense request. It was not a question of adding anything. It was a 
matter of reducing, or not reducing, the Defense request.

I hope that this letter is fully responsive to your needs. If it is 
not, or if you require further information or clarification, please _ 
do not hesitate to let us know. .

RESPONSES TO JUNE  22 QUESTIONS

S en at o r McClella n . A lso , I re ques t,  as  t he  st af f sug ge st s,  t h a t th e 
un clas si fie d p art  of yo ur  re sp ons e of J u n e  22 be  placed  in  th e  reco rd. 
U nfo rt unat el y , I ha ve  ha d no  tim e to  ex am in e it  t ho ro ug hl y.

[The  le tt e r an d qu es tion s an d an sw er s follo w:]
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T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  O F  D E F E N S E  
W A S H IN G T O N  D C . 2 0 3 0 1

2 2 JUN 1974

H onora ble  John L.  M cC le lla n  
Cha irm an , Co mm itte e on A p p ro p r ia ti o n s  
U n ited  S ta te s  Sen ate
W ashin gto n, D.C . 20510

De ar Mr . Cha i rman:

Thank you fo r  your le t t e r  o f  14 June 197 4, in  w hic h you enclo sed  a
number o f  q u e s tion s  on the s u b je c t o f  Am er ica n tr oo p  pr ese nce  ove rs eas.  *
I b e li e v e  you w i l l  f in d  th e r e p li e s  f u l l y  re sponsiv e  to  your co nce rn s.
In  th is  connec tion  you  w i l l  no te  th a t  some o f  th e re p li e s  in c o rp o ra te  
c la s s i f ie d  in fo rm a ti o n . The  pre se nce  o f  c la s s if ie d  in fo rm a ti o n , in 
th ese  in s ta n c e s , stems from  my d ir e c t io n  to  fu rn is h  as co m ple te  re p li e s  
as p o s s ib le .  As you re queste d , th e Chairman o f  th e J o in t  C h ie fs  o f 
S ta f f  has p ro v id ed  the answers  to  Q uest io ns 16 th ro ugh 22 . I f u l l y  
en dor se  th e  Cha irm an 's  vi ew s.

1 ag ree w it h  you th a t th e is sue o f  U.S . m i l i t a r y  pr es en ce  ove rsea s is  an 
e s p e c ia ll y  im p o rt a n t one.  In  my le t t e r  o f  15 June 197**, I o u t li n e d  the 
ve ry  s ig n i f ic a n t  re d u c tio n s  in  th is  pr es en ce  w hic h have o ccu rr ed  in 
re cen t years  as w e ll  as the ongoin g a c ti o n s  and re view s w hic h we exp ect  
w i l l  r e s u lt  in  s t i l l  fu r th e r  re d u c ti o n s .

In  ac co rd an ce  w it h  yo ur  in v i t a t io n  to  p ro v id e  o th e r  in fo rm a ti o n , we a ls o  
su b m it te d  to  you r o f f ic e  on 17 June  1974 an e x te n s iv e  c o m p il a ti o n  o f da ta  
on t r e a t ie s ,  t r e a ty  o b li g a t io n s ,  co mmitm en ts , and s im il a r  issu es which  
had  been re queste d by Senato r M a n s fi e ld  in  h is  c a p a c it y  as a member o f  
th e Comm ission  on th e O rg a n iz a ti o n  o f  Government  fo r  the Co nd uc t o f  For eign 
P o li  c y .

I b e li e v e  th ese su bm ission s w i l l  a s s is t  you in  th e im p ort a n t ta sk  o f 
c o n s id e ri n g  the 1975 De fense A p p ro p r ia ti o n s  B i l l ,  and g iv e  ample  ev iden ce  
to  th e Co mmi tte e o f  our c o n ti n u in g  d e s ir e  to  redu ce  and s tr e a m lin e  the 
U n ited  S ta te s  m i l i t a r y  ove rsea s p re sence .

*< lo ok fo rw a rd  to  d is cu ss in g  th ese  and  re la te d  issu es  w it h  th e d is ti n g u is h e d  #
members o f  th e Se na te A p p ro p r ia ti o n s  Commi tte e on 24 Jun e 197 4.

S in c e re ly ,

sign ed

James R. Schlesinger
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Q u e s t i o n s  S u b mi t t e d  b y  Ch ai r m a n  Mc C l e l l a n

Q u esti o n.  Pl e as e pr o vi d e a n u n cl assifie d br e a k d o w n of U. S. milit ar y p ers o n n el, 
ci vili a n p ers o n n el, a n d d e p e n d e nts, b y s er vi c e, e sti m at e d t o b e st ati o n e d o utsi d e 
t h e U nit e d St at es i n fis c al y e ar 1 97 5. ( T h e g e o gr a p hi c d esi g n ati o n c o ul d b e 
si mil ar t o t h at d e pi ct e d i n t h e i ns ert o n p a g e 1 34 of S e n at e R e p ort 9 3- 88 4 o n 
t h e fis cal y e ar 1 9 75 A ut h ori z ati o n bill w hi c h w as d u pli c at e d i n t h e C o n gr essi o n al 
R e c or d of J u n e 6, 1 97 4, p a g e S 9 95 0.)

I n a d diti o n, pr o vi d e a br e a k d o w n b y a p p r o pri ati o n titl e of t h e f u n ds r e q u est e d 
f or fis cal y e ar 1 97 5 t o s u p p ort t h es e milit ar y p ers o n n el, ci vili a ns a n d d e p e n d e nts 
st ati o n e d a br o a d, as w ell as a n a d diti o n al br e a k d o w n b y a p pr o pri ati o n titl e of 
t h os e f u n ds r e q u est e d f or fis c al y e ar 1 97 5 t h a t w o ul d b e s p e nt i n t h e U nit e d 
St at es f or t h e s u p p ort of o v ers e as o p er ati o ns .

A ns wer. T h e f oll o wi n g t a bl e r efl e cts t h e F Y 1 9 75 pr oj e cti o n of a ut h ori z e d U. S. 
milit ar y p ers o n nel, ci vili a n p ers o n n el a n d d e p e n d e nts, b y S er vi c e. D at a e x cl u d e 
S o ut h e ast Asi a a n d a c o u ntr y br e a k d o w n i n o r d er t o r et ai n t h e t a bl e as u n cl assi
fi e d, i n a c c or d a n c e wit h y o ur r e q u est.

U. S. A U T H O R I Z E D  P R E S E N C E O U T S I D E  T H E  U N I T E D  S T A T E S  

( Pr oj e ct e d fi s c al y e ar 1 9 7 5; e n d str e n g t h s i n t h o u s a n d s] > 

MI L I T A R Y S T R E N G T H S

Ar m y N a v y
M a ri n e
C or p s  Fi

Ai r

or c e

T o t al
D O D

O ut si d e U nit e d S t a t e s: »
U. S. t err it ori e s a n d p o s s e s si o n s ’ ......... ............. 8 1 1 2 7 2 8

F or ei g n c o u n tr i e s .................................................. 2 4 4 9 0 3 2 1 1 5 4 8 0

T ot al  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 2 5 2 1 0 1 3 4 1 2 2 5 0 8

T ot al f or ei g n afl o at i n c l u d e d ............ .. ( 5 9 ) ( 5 ) ----------- ( 6 4 )

S el e ct e d ar e a s:
W e st er n P a ci fi c ....................................................... 4 3 4 4 2 7 3 9 1 5 3

Afl o at  __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ( 3 2 ) ( 3 ) ............... ( 3 4 )

W e s t er n E ur o p e a n d r el a t e d ar e a s.................... 2 0 0 4 2 3 7 4 3 1 9

Afl o a t _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ( 2 7 ) ( 2 ) .............. ( 2 9 )

Ot h er ar e a s _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 4 2 2 9

T ot a l, f or ei g n c o u n tri e s _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 4 8 1

T ot al f or ei g n  afl o a t i n cl u d e d.................. ( 6 3 )

C I V I L I A N  S T R E N G T H S  ( U. S.  DI R E C T HI R E A N D  F O R EI G N   N A TI O N A L S)

O ut si d e U nit e d S t a t e s: 2

U. S. t erri t ori e s a n d p o s s e s si o n s.......................... 4 6 ( 9 2 1 2

F or ei g n c o u nt ri e s .. . ....................... ..................... 9 6 2 8 3 2 9 1 5 6

T o t a l. ..................................................................... 1 0 0 3 4 3 3 1 1 6 8

S el e ct e d ar e a s:
W e s t er n P a cifi c.................................................... 3 4 2 2 3 1 2 7 1

W e s t er n E ur o p e a n d r el a t e d ar e a s.................... 6 1 4 ( 9 1 7 8 2

Ot h e r a r e a s.............................................................. 1 2 0 ) ( 9 3

D E P E N D E N T S  O F U. S. M I L I T A R Y A N D C I V I L I A N  P E R S O N N E L  ( E S T I M A T E D )’

O ut si d e U nit e d S t a t e s. :’
U. S. t er rit o ri e s  a n d p o s s e s si o n s........................ 9 1 3 2 9 3 3

F or ei g n c o u n tri e s. .................................................. 1 6 4 5 7 7 9 9 3 2 6

T o t a l.................. ........................ ............................ 1 7 3 7 0 9 1 0 8 3 5 9

S el e ct e d ar e a s:
W e s t er n P a cifi c......................................................... 1 8 1 9 2 4 3 8 3

W e st er n E ur o p e a n d r el a t e d  a r e a s. .................. 1 4 5 3 3 2 5 3 2 3 3

Ot h e r a r e a s ............................................................... 1 5 3 3 1 2

1 D et ail m a y n ot a d d t o t ot al,  d u e  t o r o u n di n g. All d at a e x cl u d e s S E A str e n gt h s w hi c h  ar e  cl a s sifi e d.

’ O ut si d e t h e 5 0 St at e s.

3 E x cl u d e s a fl o at a s si g n e d t o t h e  5 0 St at e s.

< L e s s t h a n  5 0 0.
’  R e pr e s e nt s b e st e sti m a t e s pr oj e ct e d fr o m  S e pt e m b er 1 9 7 3 a ct u al s.



The second pa rt of thi s quest ion poses some difficult problems because it pre
sumes t ha t specific por tions of  th e general purpose forces budget  can be identified 
as exclusively associated with  pa rticu lar  deployments and commitments of U.S. 
forces overseas, in our general purpose force planning we, in fact, consider 
potenti al requi rements for  U.S. forces  for contingencies in several pa rts  of the  
world.  It  is in the na tur e of general purpose forces to be flexible, however, so 
th at  we do not need, and cer tainly  could not afford, to plan sep ara te forces  for 
each such possible requirement. To select a pa rti cu lar  U.S. plan ning  facto r, for 
example, a NATO-Warsaw Pact wa r in Europe might well require vir tua lly  all 
of our  active general purpose forces. To att rib ute to it only a limited share of 
the general purpose forces budget would tend to understate  the  poten tial com
mitm ent in time of hos tilities. However, we canno t ignore the  fact  that  these  
forces are main taine d for a varie ty of other reasons as  well, as an essen tial 
element of U.S. national  stre ngth, consisten t with our  st atu s as a great power.

In an effort to be responsive to what we believe to be the  u nderlying inte nt of 
the  questions, however, we are providing the illu str ative  info rmation in the 
following  table  which est imates FY 75 costs of U.S. genera l purpose forces in 
four general catego ries rela ted to our defense planning objectives, keyed to the 
most demanding contingency, th at  of Soviet aggress ion in Europe.  It  is not prac
tical to break  down these costs by appropr iations  category. The first category. $S.8 
billion, shows an es timate of the cost of supporting U.S. forces planned for deploy
ment in Europe in 1975. The $8.8 billion includes funds spent  in both Europe and 
in CONUS in suppor t of U.S. forces  in Europe, and covers d irec t costs of milita ry 
personnel, civilians, and dependents as well a s the forces. Costs for U.S. overseas 
deployments  othe r than to Europe are  included prim arily in Category IV. While 
in the  time  avail able  we were not able to iden tify these  costs  separately, very 
rough estimates of the FY 75 cost s of U.S. forces overseas in are as  other than  
Europe would he about one-half of  the $8.8 billion Europe figure shown in the first 
category. Appropriat ion detail has not been developed for the costs  showing in 
the table.

Costs of Department of Defense General Purpose Forces, fiscal year 1975
Bill io ns

I. The U.S. forces and suppo rt elements forward deployed in Europe__ 1 $8. 8
II.  The U.S. forces that  are  read y to rapidly deploy to cou nter Soviet 

aggression—curren tly p’anne d for the European the ater  crises.
These are  mainly based in the U.S. and in general would he withheld 
from deployment to contingencies elsewhere____________________  10. 6

II I. Other U.S. forces that  would be used in NATO conflict, based upon
curre nt Defense Departm ent planning. They would also he ava ilable 
for  conflicts in othe r area s___________________________________  10. 7

IV. The remaining  general purpose forces, whose prim ary purposes are
essen tial forward deployments  in o ther regions of the  world, st ra te
gic reserve, and to meet the needs of other contingenc ies_________  15. 0

1 O f th e ?8 .8 bi lli on , $4.4 bi lli on  re pre se n ts  th e  di re ct  an nual  oper at in g  co st s of  ap pr ox i
m at el y 319,0 00  troo ps  based In Eur op e.  The  $4.4  bi llion  co ve rs  on ly th e m il it a ry  pa y an d 
al lo wan ce s an d dir ec t op er at io n an d m ai nte nan ce  co st s fo r th e U.S. fo rc es  in Eu rope  
in cl ud in g th e  S ix th  Fl ee t. Th e re m ai nin g $4. 4 bi llion  in cl ude s co nst ru ct io n  co sts, U.S.  based  
su pport  co st s an d an  al lo ca te d sh are  o f th e  c ost s of  n ew  e qu ipmen t.

The above costs include, in add ition to the  d irec t costs of the combat forces in 
each group, an allocated sha re of the  costs of new equipm ent and a proportionate  
sha re of U.S. based tra ining and logistics  suppor t. They also include a'l  FY 75 
Security Assis tance costs. DOD ret ired pay costs, costs assoc iated  with U.S. 
str ategic  forces, RDT&E. DOD adminis tra tion and some intelligence  and com
munications costs are  excluded.

The above costs provide a rough idea of the variable  cost of the forces in each 
of the four groups. The amounts shown are  mainly determined  by the  numbers 
of forces, the  types of equipment bought for them and the manner in which the 
forces  are tra ine d and the ir equipment m ainta ined .

Question. You will recall comments in our committee  repo rt las t yea r to the 
effect th at  we would hold in abeyance action to impose a reduc tion on overseas 
troop stre ngth and faci litie s in view of the assu ranc es we had received from 
your  predecessor. Secretary  Richardson, that  the ma tte r was und er activ e con
siderat ion and that  recommendations would soon be forthcoming. Th at report 
was issued on December 12, 1973. To date, no recomm endations have been 
received.
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Would you please advise if your Department has yet formulated specific 
recommendations with regard to the number of U.S. troops currently  stationed 
abroad.

Answer. Rather than formulating recommendations to reduce the number of 
troops stationed abroad, the Department of Defense has instead acted to reduce 
this number by a sizeable amount over the past year. The following table presents 
our assigned strengths in a ll foreign countries and areas, as well as in Asia and 
the Western Pacific, over the year since Secretary Richardson's statement. As the  
table indicates, our overall strength abroad has fallen by 13 percent in tha t 
period, while our strength in Asia and the Western Pacific has dropped by 27 
per cen t:

ACT UAL U.S. TROOP STRENGTH, MAR. 31, 1973, THROUGH MAR. 31,  1974 i 

[In  thousands]

Date

Ma r. 31,  1973.................................................................................................................................................
June 30, 1973................................................................................................................................................
Sept.  30, 1973.............. .......................................................................................................................... ..
Dec. 31. 1973.................... .............................................................................. ..............................................
Mar. 31, 1974 . . . ........................................................................................................................................
Percent reduction , Mar. 31 ,197 3,  to Mar. 31, 1974......... .......... ......................... ...........................

Total  
foreign  

countries 
and areas

Asia and 
Western Pacific

564 (9 3) 228 (5 8 )
542 (7 3) 199 (3 2 )
530 (7 4) 190 (3 0 )
492 (5 5) 173 (2 1 )
491 (5 6) 168 (1 6 )
13 27

1  Source: OAS D/ Co mptro lle r, includes SEA ; af loat  in parentheses.

Other actions and plans of a  classified nature  are also under way for FY 75 
and FY 76 in connection with our ongoing review of headquarters strengths, 
prospects for our Asian deployments and MBFR. We would be pleased to discuss 
these ma tters with you in a classified briefing at your convenience, so as to supply 
you with furth er evidence of our continuing concern to reduce and streamline our 
overseas presence in keeping with the objectives of your Committee.
Question. Explain what specific provisions in the collective defense treaties  

to which the U.S. is signatory require  U.S. forces to be stationed overseas. From 
a purely legal standpoint,  would the U.S. treaty commitments be jus t as binding 
if no U.S. troops were stationed overseas?

Answer. The texts  of our collective defense tr eatie s do not, in so many words, 
commit the United Sta tes to m aintain ing specific numbers of troops overseas. In 
the absence of such troops, however, our readiness and capability to respond to 
threa t, and consequently, our ability  effectively to stand by these treaties, would 
be significantly impaired, although from the purely legal standpoint, our treaty  
commitments would be just as binding as ever.

It  is wide of the mark, however, to speak of our commitments from a purely 
legal standpoint. Our national interests and those of our allies extend beyond 
the specific wording of trea ty articles . These interests would be ill served were 
we to interp ret them in so narrow  a sense. We have, for example, long defined 
our vital security interests as requiring  a balance of conventional forces in

*  Europe, both to deter conventional attack by the Warsaw Pac t and to raise the 
nuclear threshold should deterrence fail and overt hostilities erupt. This re
quirement has acquired increasing importance as the Soviet Union achieved 
nuclear parity  and our once decisive nuclear supremacy disappeared. We have 
now concluded tha t Western intere sts in Europe will be best served if reductions

* in the level of forces take place only on a mutual and reciprocal basis with the 
Warsaw I’act and to the end of effecting such reductions we are currently en
gaged in the Conference on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions in Vienna. 
These are the factors tha t have led us to maintain  troops in Western Europe, 
despite the fact that  no specific provision requiring them exists in the NATO 
Treaty.

The U.S. formally commits a specific number of units in support of the NATO 
Alliance each year. A U.S. commitment is crucial to U.S. interests in Europe and 
to stabi lity in Europe, both milita rily and politically, because the other Allies 
do not possess the combination of necessary physical resources and confidence 
in thei r own concerted abili ty to face the power of the  Soviet Union unassisted. 
Our developments in Western Europe give strength and credibility to the NATO 
Alliance, which for 25 years has been central to this  nation’s foreign policy. The



significance and val idi ty of the commitm ent have  not weakened with time. The 
continued successful deterrence of war, and the  m aintenance of Weste rn Europe’s 
freedom and independence is fundamenta l not  only to ou r own secur ity inte res ts 
but also to the preserva tion  of the c ultura l values and political ins titu tions which 
America values most. Our physical  security is enhanced by NATO inasmuch as 
Cen tral  Europe is our own front line o f defense; equally  important  is that  given 
our deep cul tura l and historical ties with  Western  Europe, our  own society  and 
policy would suffer severely were these key n ations  to fa ll under Soviet influence. 

NATO Commitment

Question. The NATO alliance specifies no pa rti cu lar  level of U.S. forces that  
are  to he comm itted to the defense of Europe in the event of an  a ttack.  Yet, th ere  
are five activ e Army divisions specifically orie nted toward the  NATO mission, 
plus ano the r six act ive  Army divisions th at  are  avai lable  for deployment to 
NATO. One activ e Marine Amphibious Force is specifically NATO orien ted. 
Twenty-one activ e Air Force tact ical  ai rc ra ft  squadrons are  specifically NATO 
oriented, plus anoth er 27 squadrons th at  could be used  for NATO reinforcement . 
With  the  exception of the Navy’s Middle Eas t force, all uni ts of the fleet are  
indicated as being applicable to meeting our NATO t rea ty commitments. (Re fer 
ence: Departm ent of Defense Manpower Requ irements  Report for FY 1975.) 
Would you de lineate wh at this country’s specific NATO commitments a re in t erms 
of divisions,  air craf t, and  ships, time-phased dur ing  the first  30, 60, 90 and subse 
quent days through one year,  of a NATO war. Also, please provide the corre
sponding  commitments  in terms  of planes, ships, divisions,  etc., for each of our  
NATO allies. Where ar e the specifics of our commitm ent spelled out, and  has  
the United  Sta tes Congress ever agreed to any particular  level of time-phased 
commitment?

To what degree  are  our allies, as well as th is country, able to meet the  spe
cific commitments we now have with  reg ard  to provid ing divisions, planes, 
etc., in a NATO wa r?

Answer. U.S. forces are train ed, manned, and equipped for worldwide use 
and deployment. Some are stationed  overseas. The United States formally com
mits to NATO on an annual basis c ertain  combat force units  in Europe and in the 
United State s. These commitments are made  in orde r to provide NATO com
manders  (e.g., SACEUR and SACLANT) a firm basis for the ir operational plan
ning and  as a token of U.S. par ticipat ion  in the  collective defense. Such commit 
ments and the ir main tenance also serve as an incentive to the othe r NATO 
nations  to make commitments and to ma intain  them. The major uni ts which 
we now have  formally committed in the  NATO planning process are shown in 
the table  atta ched.

With reference to the question  as to any involvement  on the pa rt  of the  U.S. 
Congress in dete rmin ing the level of our  NATO-des ignated forces, the U.S. Con
gress has  never been asked to agree to any pa rti cu la r level of time-phased com
mitment, though the  fulle st debate on U.S. Forces in Europe  has  taken place in 
the las t several years. The U.S. commitment of forces to NATO is contained in 
our  response to the NATO Defense Planning Question naire which is responded 
to annually by all NATO members (except Fra nce and Ice land).  The commit 
ments are  formally acknowledged annually at  the December Defense Plan ning  
Committee meeting o f Defense Ministe rs.

Our Allies have in the pas t done a  very creditable job of meeting the ir NATO 
commitments. Ba rrin g unantic ipated changes in financia l resources or govern
menta l att itu des res ult ing  from inte rna l pressures, the re is every indicatio n th at  
the ir sta ted  numerica l commitments will be met  again this year. The following 
tables  illu str ate  the  DPQ commitment for  each nat ion plus a tabula tion of those  
national  forces th at  the Depa rtment of Defense considers could be reasonably 
expected to be ava ilab le for general NATO defense in event of conflict. We 
assume in our  planning  that  all forces displayed in the following table s will be 
available by M+30.

[Table deleted .]
Question. Provide a table  showing the defense budgets of each of our NATO 

allies, as well as the  U.S.. for the years 1955, 1960. 1965, 1970, and 1973. Show 
these  on a comparable basis  (do llars) . Also, fo r each yea r show defense budge ts 
as a percentage of GNP and percentage of t ota l spending of the pa rticu lar  coun
try  involved. A second table should provide the  same figures on a constant dollar  
basis, the  one which the Defense D epartment has used so frequent ly in comparing 
year- to-year defense  budgets.
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Answer. The following ch ar t shows the defense  budge ts of each of our  NATO 
allies, as well as the U.S., for  the  years 1964-73 on a comparable  basis in U.S. 
dol lar equivalents. The second ch ar t shows defen se budgets as a percentage of 
GNP and  the  third the perc enta ge of tota l cen tra l government spending  of the 
pa rti cu lar country involved. The  brie f table  also att ach ed shows U.S. defense 
expenditures in constan t 1972 dollars  for 1965, 1970, 1973, 1974, and 1975.

Time has  not permit ted the  development of figures on allie d defense budgets  
back to 1955 and 1960, nor to convert  these to con stan t do llar figures.

[The chart  follows.]

*
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Fiscal years: 
1965 ___. 
1970 __
1973 — .
1974
1975 — .

Table  I I .— U.S. defense expenditures in constant 1972 prices 
[In  billions of doll ars]

_____________________ 69.1
______ _____________________ 89. 5

___________________  69.2
______________________  68.3

__ _________ _____________________  67. 9
Question. The testimony provided to the Committee this year indicated that 

use of  U.S. bases in Europe was severely curtai led or denied during the  October 
Middle East war. Provide a specific rundown of the bases in each European 
country where U.S. activi ty was curtailed, denied, or limited during the Middle 
Eas t war. Explain what restrictions or limits were placed on U.S. use of  these 
bases.

Answer. Most of our military operations during  the Middle Eas t war were 
staged through the Azores. We asked the Portuguese for  authority to use Lajes 
and they agreed. Consequently, the air lif t aircra ft w’ere staged through Lajes. 
This required a considerable amount of coordination with the Portuguese.

In addition, we also had to deliver combat tactica l aircra ft (F-4s and A-4s) 
and C-130s. The F-4s and A-4s required a considerable amount of inflight refuel
ing en route. In addition to the tankers  tha t operated out of the U.S. and out of 
the Azores for this purpose [deleted]. With the assistance of inflight refueling, 
we were able to operate the reconnaissance from the  U.S.

Insofar as the 6th Fleet was concerned, neither the Ital ians nor the Greeks 
placed restrict ions on the 6th Fleet’s use of facilities in either Athens, Sicily, 
or other Ital ian ports and airfields.

One of our C-5 air cra ft encountered mechanical difficulties and landed in 
Turkey without opposition. Tirus, the Turks were responsive in emergency 
situations.

Question. What restrict ions, if any, were placed on the shipment of  U.S. war  
stocks or war materiel  located in Europe during the recent Middle Eas t war?

Answer. We shipped some materiel from stocks located in th e Federal Repub
lic of Germany. The Germans posed no objections or restrict ions on th is move
ment for a considerable time, and in any case, the U.S. has a  right  to  move th at  
equipment in and out of the Federal Republic under the Status of Forces Agree
ment. [Deleted.] We have since clarified with the Germans our rights to move 
U.S. equipment out of the Federal Republic.

[Deleted.]
Q. Should we not reconsider the troop strength and support in each NATO 

country which denied or restricted U.S. actions during the Middle East  war?
A. The United States was disappointed, but not surprised, when some of our 

allies did not agree w ith our assessment of the larger implications of the recent 
conflict for the NATO Alliance. Without the cooperation of Portugal in con
senting to our use of Lajes,  the resupply operation which made Israel’s survival 
possible would have been extremely hazardous and almost prohibitively expen
sive. In order to provide for other possibly similar  requirements in the future, 
we must ensure our access to secure bases, as free of political const raints as 
possible.

The primary purpose of the U.S. force structure  in Europe is to support  the 
U.S. and NATO’s forw ard defense strategy. Whatever frus tratio ns and disap 
pointments we may have encountered in tha t quarte r during the Mideast crisis, 
our interest  in sustaining tha t strategy remains unimpaired, and this interest 
would be poorly served by weakening our current posture in tha t area.

Q. Suppose either the  8th Infantry Division (Mechanized) or the 3rd Infant ry 
Division (Mechanized) were withdrawn from West Germany and deactivated. 
What U.S. trea ty commitment would be abrogated or abandoned by such a 
withdrawal of one division?

A. No U.S. treaty  commitment would be abrogated by such a withdrawal . 
However, each year since 1951, the United States has made a commitment to its 
NATO allies upon the occasion of the December NATO Ministerial meetings, 
to maintain  a certa in number of divisions in Europe. The most recent commit
ment was agreed upon by the U.S. in December. 1973. Additionally, the President 
has said tha t “Given the existing strategic balance and a simila r effort by our 
Allies, it is the policy of this government to maintain and improve our forces



and not reduce them except through reciprocal reductions negotiated with the Warsaw Pact.”
Such a withdrawal of our forward-based forces in Germany could have damaging effects upon both our political and military interests.  Militarily, it would significantly impair the credibility of NATO’s conventional defense by undermining the conventional option tha t we now possess in the event of conflict in Central Europe. That would notably lower the nuclear threshold, with all the attendant dangers of relying more heavily than we presently do upon nuclear weapons.
Politically, such action on our par t would lend i tself to interp retat ion by both our friends and our adversaries alike as a major reversal of our long-standing policy of support for European independence and security, and as a strong signal that  our interest in, and commitment to, European defense was markedly weakened. Neither these military nor these political effects would be in the interests of either the United States  or the Western world as a whole.Q. You stated  on page 8 of your FY 1975 posture statement “. . . a strong (NATO) conventional capability is more than ever necessary—not because we wish to wage conventional war but because we do not wish to wage any war.” Can you tell us in terms of specific land, air and naval force units, what constitutes a strong conventional NATO capabi lity?
Q. What are the minimum essential United States forces required to conduct an initial non-nuclear NATO conventiona' defense? How long could the present forces stationed in Europe withstand an all-out offensive from the Warsaw Pact before tactica l nuclear weapons were used?(The answers to questions 10 and 11 have been combined.)A. The deterrence of conflict still requires strong U.S. military capabilities at all levels of potential conflict, even though the stark  bipolarity of the  Cold War is waning. As we enter an era in which the U.S.-Soviet detente has created a greater sense of security, many have come to hope or believe that our erstwhile enemies might somehow come to forsake  military force as a tool of foreign policy. Some have gone so far  as to question the utility  of force as such a tool. Yet. both instinct  and common sense suggest tha t any apparent  decline in the utility of force in today’s world, or in the proclivity of nations to use it. is more imagined than real. It is a perception limited to “ohr side” which the Soviets wou’d be unlikely even to consider. Detente to the contrary  notwithstanding, Soviet military power a t every level continues to grow both quantitatively  and qualitatively. This vast military establishment will not melt away tomorrow and its existence arouses deep and continuing anxieties among those of our more sensitive allies who confront it directly. Thus, the real debate is not over whether military force still lias utility, but whether the West has the will to maintain the military ba’ance with the Soviets as we move toward detente.For Europe, we have argued tha t a st rong conventional capability complementing our strong nue’ear capabilities is essential to assure that  deterrence is ‘‘drawn down” to the lowest level at which confrontation with the Soviet Union might erupt into conflict. We cannot make a precise estimate  of the NATO or U.S. force required to defend in Europe, and we cannot confidently predict how long NATO could fight conventionally. The studies and war games we have conducted help draw conclusions, but there is always uncerta inty in the assumptions and the methodologies used in the games.While there is a rough balance of forces, there a re some sharp disparities  which must be attended to. For example, in Central Europe the Warsaw Pact has 15.500 tanks against NATO’s 6,000. But this advantage is offset at least in part by NATO's large number of anti-tank weapons. We are  now working to  eliminate the vulnerabi lities in NATO’s defense posture which might tempt Eastern aggression.
The East does have a geographical advantage, because Warsaw Pact  reinforcements a re located close to potential areas of conflict while many of NATO’s are across the At1 antic Ocean. This, coupled with the likelihood tha t the Pact would have the initiative in any conflict, makes it  important tha t we recognize a crisis quickly, react to it, and have the capability to rapid’y deploy ready U.S. forces. Further, if the East continues to increase and improve i ts force. NATO must respond or the balance will be upset. With continued improvements in readiness. modernization and efficiency, we should be able to maintain the balance.Q. Mr. Secretary, over a year ago I asked the then Secretary of Defense. Mr. Richardson, to provide to the Committee information on savings and costs in-
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volved if we were to wi thd raw  vary ing numbers of personnel from Europe.  The 
Ass istant Secretary  of Defense (Comptroller), Mr. McClary, replied  six months 
late r, giving one-time costs or savings and recurring costs and savings if 15,000, 
50,000, 100,000, or 150,000 mili tary  personnel were withdrawn  from Europe. 
Please supply an upd ate  of this  information showing  the costs an d/or  savings in 
FY 1975, 1976, and each subsequent year if these  personnel were (a) to be 
rebased in the United  St at es ; (h) provided with  rap id redeployment; or (c) 
demobilized. It  will be necessary  to b reak  down the savings or costs in each year 
by appropr iation title.  Fur thermo re, the response shou ld give an exp lana tion  
of the propor tion of each type  of forces (ground troops, tac tica l ai r forces, etc.) 
th at  would be withd raw n in each case.

A. The cost da ta in the  September 28, 1973, le tte r from Assistant Secreta ry 
McClarj- to Chai rman  McClellan have been updated  in the  following two are as:

(1) All Volunteer Forc e (AVF) faci litie s costs for  troops to be return ed to 
CONUS;

(2) Costs for  ai rl if t ai rc ra ft  (in add ition to the cu rre nt forces)  requ ired  to 
ma intain  current post-M-day combat capab ility  in Europe.

AV F Faci lities  Est imate s.— The study  completed in response to Cha irman 
McClellan’s request last year assumed that  add itio nal  AVF quality fac ilit ies  
would be required for all  Army forces returned to CONUS from Europe. Pre lim i
nary work done since th at  study indicates that  the AVF estimates used las t year  
were about two-thirds of what should have been forec ast. Thus, AVF est imates 
included in the September  28, 1973 le tte r have been increased by about  50 percent.

Airli ft Air cra ft.— Last year’s study assumed that  withdrawa ls as larg e as 
100,000 and 150,000 U.S. troops from Europe would require  purchase of 30 addi
tional 747-type ai rc ra ft  to provide enough ai rli ft capa bili ty to forestal l a deg ra
dation in post M-day U.S. combat capabil ity in Europe . However, if  Congress  
approves  the ai rl if t enhancem ent program proposed in the President ’s FY 75 
Budget, and if the prepositioned equipm ent level is as postulat ed in las t year’s 
study, we no longer  believe that  add itional  ai rl if t ai rc ra ft  would be requ ired 
for the hypothe tical  wi thd raw als  of 100,000 or 150,000 men.

In addit ion, to provide correct absolute values, the  costs shown in las t year' s 
study should be upd ated to allow for the effects of inflation. However, upd atin g 
the  estimates to account for inflation  would not signif icantly change the re la
tionsh ips shown in the  table.

Table I below revises the  costs provided  on September  28, 1973, for the  si tua
tions where the 15,000, 50,000, 100,000 and  150,000 men are  (a) to be rebased in 
the  United Sta tes and (b)  provided with rapid redeployment.  The revision ac
counts for the  AVF fac ilit ies  and ai rli ft adjustments  indicated above. The AVF 
faci litie s and ai rl if t ai rc ra ft  cost changes do not affec t the  costs shown in Mr. 
McClary’s Septem ber 28, 1973, let ter  for  the  hypo thet ical  example th at  demo
bilized 15,000, 50,000, 100,000 and 150,000 men.

e

37-1 99  0  -  74  - 7
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TABLE I

COSTS/SAVINGS OF HYPOTHETICAL U.S. WITHDRAWALS FROM EUROPE*

One Time Cost (+)  R ecu rr in g  Annua l Cost 
o r  Saving ( - )  (+ ) o r  Saving ( - )

(FY 75 $ M il l io ns)  (FY 75 $ M il l ions )

W ith dra w 15 .000  Men 
Rebase in  U.S .
P ro v id e  fo r  Ra pid  
Re deplo ym en t (P re p o s it io n  
Equ i pmen t)

TOTAL

W ith dra w 50 ,0 00 Men 
Rebase in  U.S .
P ro v id e  fo r  Ra pid  
Re deplo ym en t (P re p o s it io n  
Equ ipm en t)

TOTAL

+ 380 -  10

+ 210 + 20
+ 590 + 10

+1,2 00 -  60

+ 670 + 60
+1 ,8 70 0

W ith dra w  10 0,00 0 Men 
Rebase in  U.S.
P ro v id e  fo r  Ra pid 
Re deplo ym en t (P re p o s it io n  
Equ i pment)

TOTAL

+2 ,100

+1,2 00 
+3,3 00

-2 00

+ 110 
-  90

W ith dra w 15 0,00 0 Men
Rebase in  U.S.  +3 ,2 00
P ro v id e  fo r  Ra pid 
Redeplo ym en t (P re p o s it io n
Eq uipm en t) +1_^800

TOTAL +5,0 00

-2 90

+ 160 
-1 30

*  The se tr oo p  w ith d ra w a l o p ti o n s  a re  i l l u s t r a t i v e  and i f  a c tu a l a c ti o n s  
we re  take n to  w ithd ra w  s p e c if ic  u n it s ,  va ri an ce  from  co s ts  o r  savi ngs 
es tim a te s  o f  about  $20 m il li o n  o r  15% (w n ic hever is  g re a te r)  sh ou ld  
be expecte d .

11 o f  th e  e s tim a te s  shown byIn f la t io n a r y  e f fe c ts  wo uld  in c re ase  a 
a p p ro x im a te ly  10%.
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The study used to d erive the data in Table I did not  identify specific real units  
to withdraw  and the refore  the study did not time-phase the  cost  estima tes. Thus, 
the costs shown in Table I do not represen t th e do llar values tha t would appear in 
the FY 1975 budget if these options were exercised. In  addit ion, the  cost fac tors  
used in the stud y were aggregates that  do not prov ide appropr iation deta il.

Table 2 below shows the  proportion  of Army and Air Force included in each 
example of la st y ear’s study.

TAB LE 2.— PROPORTION OF AIR  FORCE AND ARMY  FORCES INC LUDED IN  EACH WITHDRAW AL STUDY 
EXA MPLE

Num ber  of men withdrawn
Percent Percen t

Army  men Air Force me n

15,00 0...............................................................................................................................................................  100 0
50 ,000 ...............................................................................................................................................................  100 0
100,000 .............................................................................................................................................................  90 10
150 ,000 ............................................................................................................................................................. 90 10

Q. Provide a tab ula tion to the Committee, prefera bly  on an unclassified basis, 
showing the cost-sharing of each NATO ally  and the United  States in NATO- 
orien ted activities during the  p ast  thre e years and, if  possible, the est ima tes for  
fiscal ye ar 1975.

Also provide  to the Committee a tabula tion  of the  tota l effect our NATO sup
por t has had on U.S. b alance of payments dur ing  the  pa st  th ree  years and the  ou t
look for FY 1975.

A. Cost sha ring percentages  are provided below for  the  following prog rams:
(1) NATO Infra structur e.—This program prov ides  operation al faci litie s for 

NATO earma rked  m ili tar y forces.
(2) NATO Military Budget.—This program provides  operating  and main

tenan ce expenses for  NATO milita ry headquarters  and  agencies.
(3) NATO Civil Bud get .—This program provides operating and maintenance  

expenses for the NATO Civil headquarte rs. U.S. contributions are  funded through  
Departm ent of S tate appropr iations.

The  cost sha ring  percen tage s a re applicable  over the  pa st three years  as  well as 
FY 1975. Total es timated cost of NATO In fras tru cture for FY 1975 is $246 million ; 
for NATO mi lita ry headquart ers  and agencies, $147 m ill ion ; and  $9.9 million for  
the  NATO civil budget.

F

NATO COST SHARING PERCENTAGES— INFRASTR UCT URE , M IL IT ARY BUDGET, CIV IL  BUDGET 

COST-SHARING FO RM ULA FOR AC TIV IT IES CO MM ON LY FIN AN CE D BY ALL COUNTRIES

Country
Infra

structure

NATO
milita ry
budget

NATO
civ il

bud get

Be lgium............................... ......................................... ------- ----------------------------  4.61 2.95 2 .8 6

De nm ark.............
France ..................
Germany ..............
Greece..................
Ice lan d................ .
It a ly ......................
Luxembourg____
Nethe rlands____
N o rw a y .. ............
Portu ga l.............. .
Turk ey..................
Un ited Kingdom.
U nited States___

To ta l.........

5 .4 8  
3 .0 7  

13 .16 
21 .86  

.6 5

**6 .5 8" 
.1 8  

4.2 3  
2.5 9  

.3 0  
1.1 0

10 .42
25 .77

5.8 0  
1.74

17 .10
16 .10 

.3 9  

.0 5
6.12
.0 9

2.9 4
1.20
.6 5

1.65
18 .22
25 .0 0

5 .8 0
1 .6 5

17.1 0
16.1 0  

.3 9  

.0 5
5 .9 6

.0 9
2 .8 5
1 .1 5
.6 5

1 .6 5
19 .5 0
24.2 0

10 0.00 10 0.00 100.0 0
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COST-SHARING FORMULA FOR ACTIVIT IES COMMONLY FINANCED BY COUNTRIES OTHER THAN FRANCE

NATO
In fra - mili ta ry

Country  struc ture budget

Be lg ium...... .......................................................    5.3 0 3.56
Canada............................................................................................................................................  6.31  6.99
Denm ark ...................................................................................    3.5 4 2. In
Germany........................................................................................................................................   25 .18  19.42
Greece.......... ................................................................................................................................... .76 .47
Ice land..................................................................... ................... .......................................... ............... ...............  .06
I ta ly . ............................................................................................................................................... 7.5 8 7.3 8
Luxembourg .................................................................................................................................... .2 0 .11
Netherlands....................................................................................................................................  4.8 7 3.55
Norw ay........................................................     2.98  1.45
Po rtuga l.__ ________           .35 .78
Tu rkey___________     1.26 1.99
United Kingdom...............................       12.00 21 .98
United States.......... „ ......................................................................................... ...........................  * 29.67 30 .16 *

T o ta l. ..................................................................................................................................  100.00 100 .00

1 When the  Euro-Group 1 ti  le (1971-75) European defense improvem ent program (EDIP)  con t ibu tion to NATO in fra
structure is considered,  the effect ive U.S. contribut ion  is reduced to 20 percent.

The impact of our NATO su ppo rt on the U.S. balance of paym ents is reflected 
in the  atta che d tables  which prov ide tota l U.S. Defense expendi tures entering 
the Inte rna tional  Balance of Paym ents , by NATO Country, and  by category, for 
FY 72 through FY 75. The FY 74 and FY 75 da ta are  estimates only.
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Q. The  Jaekson-Nunn Amendment added  a provision to the  FY 74 Defense 
Author izat ion Act las t year th at  became Section 812 of PL 98-155. Describe the 
specific agreements that  have been reached  in implementing Section 812. Indicate  
the amount of the balance  of paym ents deficit and the specific pu rcha ses,  loans, 
or other ways in which they are  to be offset by ou r NATO allies. Prov ide deta ils 
of the item s to be bought or the conditions of any loans to be made.

A. The Jackson-Nunn Amendment requ ires  the allies  to offset FY 74 U.S. 
NATO-related defense balan ce of payments expe nditu res in NATO Europe . DOD 
estim ates  th at  total U.S. defense  expenditures entering the intern ational balance  
of payments in NATO Europe d urin g FY 74 will be about $2,406 billion. However, 
our NATO-related expe nditu res for Jackson-Nunn purposes  will total approxi
mately  $2 billion. The $2 billion estimate excludes  expendi tures for non-NATO 
rela ted categories , i.e., stra teg ic forces, major  U.S. equipment purcha ses  in 
Europe, and the Sixth Fleet. This estimate may still include some non-NATO 
rela ted expenditures, and some amounts which would be imported even if uni ts 
were located in the United State s. We are reviewing our calculations on a con
tinuing basis to ensure that  we comply with Congressional intent. We believe 
tha t the allies will be able to offset any deficit by a combination of (1) the 
recently  concluded US-FR G Offset Agreement for  FY 74-FY 75, and (2) the 
procurement of U.S. mili tary  rela ted  items by the othe r European NATO allies.

The US-FRG Offset Agreement tota ls approxim ately  $2,218 billion ($1 = DM 
2.669) for the two-year  per iod FY 74-75. This total is comprised of the following 
elements:

UN ITE D STATES— FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GER MAN Y OFFSET AGREEMENT (FISCA L YEARS 19 74- 75 )

Elements
Deutsche U.S

mark  do lla rs

Mi litary  procurem ent................ ............
Troop faci lities re ha bilitat ion............
Real estate taxes and airpo rt fe e s ..
Uranium enr ichment serv ices............
Research and development projects. 
Sec urities  (7 years  at perc ent)». 

To ta l.............................................

2, 750 1 ,0 30
600 225

20 8
200 75
100 37

2, 250 843

5,920 2 ,2 18

1 Th e FRG Bundesbank \ i I purchase DM 2,250,000,000 worth of s p e .i jl  U.S.  Government 7-y r securities  at the conces
sional interest rate  of  2>£ percent.

The FY 74 port ion of the  total US-FRG Offset Agreem ent (i.e., one-half) is 
$1.1 billion. In addition to this,  there will be larg e sa les to NATO allies oth er tha n 
the FRG. These amounts togethe r should be ample  to offset any deficit th at  re
mains under Jackson-Nunn.

The above estimates do not  represen t the total  amount  of financia l measures  
taken by the allies in suppor t of U.S. troops in Europe. Fo r example, the  FRG 
reports  that  durin g CY 72 alone, it spent approximately $450 million in the  FRG 
and  Berlin to cover the costs  of real estate  for U.S. troops, roads,  and other such 
act ivi ties in direct supp ort of U.S. forces.

Q. Mr. Secreta ry, what is the degree of coordination between  the D epar tmen t of  
Defense  and the Department of Sta te in presenting  a United Sta tes position on 
the most imp ortant int ern ati onal issues as they come up? The Vietnam and 
Korean experiences, in which  we carried  almos t the  whole load, come to mind, 
and the re are  others—such as  when many of our  allies deserted  us in voting 
for the  exclusion of T aiwan from the United Natio ns a nd in their  ra ising a pro tes t 
over the use of our European  based  supplies for  Israel, and  in the seemingly 
complete breakdown of coordination  and cooperation in regard  to the Middle 
East oil situa tion. To your knowledge, have we ever  indicated that  we must  
reassess our NATO position and  strength because of the unwil lingness of our 
allie s to coopera te on issues  th at  are not NATO oriented?

A. When the Nixon Admin istration came to office in 1969, i t undertook  to sub
stantially improve the inter-agency coordination of nat ional security policy and 
foreign  policy within the  Executiv e Branch by reinvigorating  the  National  Se
cur ity Council system under the  able leade rship  of Dr. Kissinger. Thanks to 
this mechanism for coordinating U.S. policy, the  Departm ents  of Sta te and De
fense  have worked in close h armony these pas t yea rs across the  whole range of 
world  problems.
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With respect to the coordination of policy with our allies, it is impor tant to 

remember t hat even the substantial commonality of interest on which mutual 
security treaty relationships are built cannot be expected to cover every con
ceivable contingency. Inevitably, situat ions arise in which divergences of in
terest surface, especially when the crisis in question is geographically distant 
from the center of focus of the alliance. The U.S. must respond to such circum
stances as a world power; none of i ts allies enjoys t hat  status nor bears those 
responsibilities. And, as a world power, our interests in maintain ing the fund a
mental force line of world equilibrium are  such tha t we cannot allow trans ient 
differences of interest and outlook with certain of our allies to destroy those 
fundamental relationships  on which world stability  rests. For tha t reason, while 
we may experience periods of extreme frus tratio n, inconvenience and even an
noyance at the failure of certain  allies to support our approach to a parti cula r 
crisis, we must maintain the perspective and equanimity of a world power. 
For our own safety and the peace of the world, we cannot allow ourselves the 
self-indulgence of a policy of recrimination.

In the case of NATO, we have taken the experience of the last  Middle East 
war as  an opportunity to seriously review within the Alliance the procedures for 
consultation and crisis coordination. We hope this process will result in a 
strengthening of the mechanisms of mutual  support, and a furth er refinement 
of common intere sts and objectives, particularly on issues outside the geographic 
scope of the Alliance itself.

Q. Presently we have about 300,000 milita ry personnel either  based in or 
afloat about Western Europe and related  areas. How is th is requirement arrived 
at?

A. Determination of requirements for the basing of US forces is a complex 
and dynamic procedure. Priority considertaion must be given first of all to 
our national interests. For generations the United States has been closely related 
to the nations of Western Europe—culturally, politically, and economically— 
as well as militarily . The continued friendship and cooperation between Western 
Europe and the United States is considered vital to US interests. Accordingly, 
we view the security of Western Europe of grea t importance, secondary only 
to the physical security of the United Sta tes i tself.

With this fact as a back drop, US force levels are sized with consideration 
being given to the capabilities of our adversar ies, the likelihood of conflict and 
the nature of the contingencies for which we want to be prepared, and the 
capabilities of our Allies. These capabilities and contingencies are assessed 
each year, and the level of forces considered necessary to deal effectively with 
them ar e set forth, on the  basis of Presidential guidance, in major documents of 
the Defense planning cycle—the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan, the Planning 
and Programming Guidance Memorandum, and Program Decision Memoranda. 
In addit ion to the above, with regard to the size of our forces in Western Europe, 
consideration is given to all the factors bearing on our ability to move additional 
forces to Europe in case they may be needed.

The size of our forces in Europe may vary over time, depending on the threa t, 
adversary and allied capabilities, and of course, any progress toward  a negotiated 
reduction. The imposition of arbitra ry unilatera l US reductions, short of negotia
tions and without full consideration of all factors , could impact adversely on 
recognized vital US national interests.

Q. What, specifically, is it envisioned tha t these 300,000 military personnel 
would be able to do in the event of the outbreak of war in western Europe?

A. The overall military objective of the NATO Alliance is to prevent war by 
creating an effective deterrent to all forms of aggression. For this purpose the 
Alliance needs a full spectrum of military capabilit ies ranging from conventional 
forces through tactical nuclear weapons to strateg ic nuclear force. Should 
aggression occur the military  objective must be to preserve or restore the 
integrity and security of the NATO area by employing such force as may be 
necessary within the concept of forward defense.

U.S. forces contribute to the creation of an effective deterrence at all levels of 
conflict and contribute to the military strength necessary to halt  aggression 
firmly and swiftly should deterrence fa il. US Forces in Europe contribute to the 
confidence and stabil ity of western European nations and enhance the growth of 
European cooperation.

In conditions of near stra tesic parity, a strong capability  to defend with non
nuclear forces becomes increasingly importan t: the Untied States contributes 
about one-quarter of NATO’s Forces in Europe’s vital  central  region, though



our allies’ proportionate share of forces in the entire  European NATO area  is 
far  higher. U.S. troops in western Europe constitute an absolutely essent ial 
element of NATO’s military posture in the centra l region.

The balance of conventional forces in the center of Europe would be seri
ously upset by the unilateral withdrawal of a substantial number of US Forces. 
Deterrence would be weakened. In the event of hostilities, a weaker NATO 
conventional defense could confront the Alliance with the choice of either 
capitula ting or using nuclear weapons immediately.

The US contribution of forward deployed general purpose forces and the 
US ability to augment those forces quickly in an emergency are still essential  
to the maintenance of a viable military balance between NATO and the War
saw Pact. Thus, US forces in Europe reduce the likelihood of war ; and allow 
the conduct of a credible diplomacy to negotiate a mutual  reduction of forces. 
Unilaterally disengaging our forces would risk serious instability  in Europe, 
the possibility of greatly enhanced Soviet influence, and the dangerous implica
tions of a greater reliance on nuclear weapons.

Q. Are military autho rities  in agreement tha t this appraisal is realistic?
A. In terms of the strategic concept for US forces, yes. This level of US forces 

together with the considerable contribution of US allies would be adequate to 
mount an initia l conventional defense of Europe. Faced with this allied capa
bility. the Soviet Union would have to calculate whether the risks of initia ting  
and then continuing aggression in Europe would just ify any possible gains.

Q. Would not one forward-stationed division in Europe provide a sufficient 
symbolic commitment of U.S. support, particularly if our fleet and air  units re
mained available there?

A. Reducing our forward-stationed land forces in Europe to one division could 
be interpreted by the Soviets and Europeans as an American renunciation of 
previous policy concerning U.S. commitments to the defense of Europe. Beyond 
the important political symbolism derived from our forces in Europe, our 
forces have a viable milita ry mission. The present U.S. force level in Europe, 
with the considerable forces of our NATO allies, provides a capability to mount 
a substantial conventional defense in the face of a major Warsaw Pact attack. 
Reducing the U.S. land force to one division would significantly diminish the 
credibility of NATO’s conventional deterrence, make this one U.S. division force 
extremely vulnerable, could eliminate conventional forward defense as  a feasi
ble option to the United States and force adoption of a “tripwi re” strategy, 
and therefore significantly lower the nuclear threshold. Should the United 
States  be faced with a sharp  confrontation, without strong forward deployed 
forces, the options open to the National Command Authorities  would be ex
tremely limited. The absence of strong forward  deployments could leave the 
President with capitulation or nuclear warfare  as his only options.

Q. You must have a contingency plan involving nuclear weapons tha t the 
President can call into use in dire extremities. Can you visualize such an extrem
ity in regard to our troops in Europe?

A. NATO’s doctrine of flexible response, to which the United States subscribes, 
requires a capability to confront aggression at any level of action across the 
spectrum of warfare. Should it appear tha t the aggression cannot be contained 
and the situation restored by direct conventional defense, the strategy calls for 
a carefully controlled, deliberate raising of the scope and intensity of combat. As 
the thre at of a NATO nuclear response becomes progressively more imminent, the 
costs and risks become disproportionate to the aggressor’s objectives.

It  should be clearly understood, however, tha t only the President can au
thorize the release of nuclea r weapons to meet the above purposes. The contin
gency would be the failu re to deter aggression and the major loss of NATO terr i
tory, not the protection of U.S. troops per se.

Q. Can you describe to the Committee the size of forces available to the Warsaw 
Pact  nations and those available  to NATO?

A. The most demanding featu re of the NATO contingency is the potential thre at 
to the Center Region. I t is estimated that  the forces which the Pact could launch 
against the Center Region with very l ittle  warning consist o f: 27 divisions de
ployed by the USSR in East  Germany, Poland and Czechoslovakia. 31 divisions 
deployed by East Germany, Czechoslovakia, and Poland. About 2800 aircraft,  
primarily  air- to-air fighters.

These 58 divisions (which do not include four Soviet t ank and motorized di
visions in Hungary) consti tute a much larger force than would be required for 
defensive purposes. The more than  15,500 tanks which these forces possess further  
underlines their offensive potential. It  is noted, however, t h a t: Pact divisions are
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smaller than their NATO counterparts. Deployed Pact  ground forces amount to about 925,000 men. Pact  forces maintain less peacetime logistics s tructure than does NATO.
NATO has  in the Center Region about 29% divisions and more titan 2700 aircraf t in a roughly comparable area of Western Europe. The total includes five French and 4% U.S. divisions (not including the Berlin Brigade or two armored cavalry regiments). Manpower in ground forces amounts to about 777,000, including French forces in Germany. About half of our tactical aircra ft are tighter bombers. As a consequence, there is an approximate balance between the immediately available forces of NATO and the Pact in the Center Region. The Pact has an advantage in the number of men in ground forces and a  large numerical superiority in tanks. However, NATO possesses important quant itative or qualitative advantages  in tank destroyers, anti- tank weapons, trucks, logistic support and modern lighter a ircraf t.
NATO has fielded a targe milita ry force of high quality. It  is a force of considerable strength. It  continues to improve. In many respects it is not the equal of the Warsaw Pact force opposing i t—for instance, in maneuver divisions and tanks. NATO s main reinforcements, those from the United States, are not so close as those of the Soviet Union. But NATO has some st rengths of i ts own, such as tactical air  forces, and the Warsaw Pact has some weaknesses and vulnerabilities, such as logistics and the uncerta in reliability of some P act members. NATO could give a good account of itself in defense, provided NATO gives itself  the defensive weapons and military cohesion it needs. Of course, NATO is dependent on each member keeping up its individual efforts. All must do their fair  share if the present dispa rities  between NATO streng th and tha t of the Warsaw Pac t are not to become insuperable.
This realistic and positive assessment of NATO’s conventional defense capabilities does not mean the existing correlation of forces between NATO and the Warsaw Pact is satisfactory for our security. While NATO does have substantial conventional defense capabilities—and it is important that  the Soviet Union realize this—there remain objective disparities, and any Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction agreement must address these dispari ties if it is to enhance stability.
Unilateral withdrawal of U.S. ground and tactical air  forces could clearly undermine the current capabilities of NATO without corresponding reductions of Warsaw Pact capablities.
Q. Mr. Secretary, in Vietnam the Nixon Administration pursued a dual strategy of achieving a peace accord—tha t is, at the same time negotiations were taking place in Paris, U.S. troops were being deliberately withdrawn from South Vietnam as “Vietnamization” took place. Although concentrated U.S. bombing in the days jus t prior to the agreement  may have had an important effect, it still may be said that  it was not the increasing buildup of U.S. forces which resulted in a settlement, but rat he r the coordinated strengthening of our South Vietnamese allies and the withdrawal of U.S. forces tha t led to a negotiated accord.
Do you not see a basic parallel between the Vietnam approach and a possible approach at the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction talks? Wouldn’t the phased withdrawal of U.S. forces, coupled with the strengthening of our NATO allies’ forces act in a similar fashion in bringing about an agreement tha t cou'd reduce the overall level of armaments  and forces in Europe? Do you not feel tha t withdrawals of U.S. troops on a phased basis could result in a greater willingness on the part of the Soviet Union to engage in meaningful negotiations at the MBFR talks? If no adjus tment in our treaty commitment to NATO were made, but a greate r portion of the military strength in Europe were assumed by our allies, what would be the impact, on the NATO alliance and the st rong conventional defense that now exists in NATO?
A. There is no basic parallel between the so-called Vietnam approach described in the question and the case of U.S. force withdrawals from Europe. U.S. forces in Europe form a vital element in the forward defense of the 

United States. While our forces in Vietnam accomplished a significant achievement in the protection of our national interests, they were never considered 
par t of our overall forward defense st rategy. Also, in Vietnam, there were substant ial military  programs underway bv which the United States was assisting the South Vietnamese in their  own defense. The bombing of military targe ts in North and South Vietnam was a cata lyst in this effort.
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Our European allies, in close consultation with the U.S. are presently assum
ing a greate r par t of the responsibility for the defense of Europe through the 
implementation of force improvement programs, the FRG offset agreement and 
other measures which meet the requirements of the Jackson/Nunn amendment. 
President Nixon has provided our NATO allies with an incentive to maintain 
and improve their forces by stating tha t if they did so, the U.S. would maintain  
and improve its forces in Europe and would not reduce them without reciprocal 
reductions by the Warsaw Pact.

The phased withdrawal of U.S. forces on a unila teral basis would provide no 
incentive for the Soviet Union to reduce its armaments and forces in Europe, 
whether unilatera lly or through MBFR negotiations. Indeed, such un ilateral ac
tion on the par t of the U.S. could encourage the Soviets simply to maintain thei r 
levels since there would be nothing to gain in return for reducing them and there 
would be some added political and military power to be gained by mainta ining 
them.

QUESTIONS AN D ANSWERS REGARDING TROOP WITHDRAWALS

Chairman McClellan. The following questions together with re
sponses pertainin g to troop withdrawals  will be placed in the record 
at th is point.

[The questions and answers follo w:]



108

TROOPS IU EUROPE

Ch air ma n M cC le ll an . How many m i l i ta r y  p e rso n n e l a re  s t a t io n e d  in  Eu rope  
o r a f lo a t  on sh ip s  in  th e  a re a  to d a y , and how do es  t h i s  comp are  w it h  ea ch  
o f  th e  p a s t f iv e  y e a r s . I s n ' t  i t  t r u e  t h a t  o f  th e  re d u c ti o n s  c i t e d  in  
your re sp o n se  to  my q u e s ti o n  about tr o o p  re d u c ti o n s  o v e r s e a s , none  o f  th e  
r e d u c ti o n s  ha ve  bee n made  fro m tr o o p s  in  Eu rope?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . The fo ll o w in g  c h a r t p ro v id es  a  br ea kd ow n o f  U.S

Forc es in  W es te rn  Eu rope  an d r e la te d  a re a s  from  19 c l th ro u g h  th e  en d o f

19 73 . As your q u e s ti o n  s u g g e s t s , tr o o p  le v e ls  in  th e s e  a re a s  ha ve

re m ain ed  f a i r l y  s t a b le  d u ri n g  th e  l a s t  f iv e  y e a r s ,  how ev er , i t  i s  

im p o rt a n t to  no te  t h a t  s in c e  19 61 , U .S . tr o o p s  ha ve  been  re duce d  fro m a 

pe ak  o f  ap p ro x im ate ly  UU8,000 to  ap p ro x im ate ly  300, 00 0.

*
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PROPORTION 0?  U .S . FORCES

Ch airm an  M cC le ll an . What p ro p o r ti o n  o f  U. S.  a c t iv e  duty  m i l i t a r y  
p e rs o n n e l i s  e i t h e r  a ss ig n e d , ear m ar ked o r  ex p ec te d  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  
a NATO c o n f l ic t?  How many p e rso n n e l a re  in vo lv ed?  How many m i l i ta r y  
su p p o rt  p e rso n n e l would  be  n e c e s sa ry  to  s u s ta in  th e s e  p eo p le  in  com
b a t?  What p ro p o r ti o n  o f  ou r c u r re n t  m i l i ta r y  s t r e n g th  i s  l i k e l y  to  
be  in v o lv e d  d i r e c t l y  o r  i n d i r e c t l y  in  any  NATO c o n f l ic t?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . U .S . F o rc es a re  t r a in e d ,  manned, an d eq u ip ped  f o r

w orl d-w id e use  and de pl oy m en t. I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  p r e d ic t  wh at  l e v e l  o f
*

fo rc e s  wou ld  be  re q u ir e d  t o  su p p o rt a  NATO c o n ti n g en cy ; perh ap s th e  t o t a l

US fo rc e  s t r u c tu r e .  However, th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  fo rm all y  comm its  t o  NATO

on an  annual b a s is  on ly  c e r t a in  co mba t fo rc e  u n i ts  in  Eur op e an d in  th e

U n it ed  S t a te s .  Th es e comm itm ents a r e  made in  o rd e r  to  p ro v id e  NATO 

com manders ( e . g . ,  SACEUR an d SACLANT) a  f ir m  b a s is  f o r  t h e i r  o p e r a t io n a l  

p la n n in g  an d as a  s ig n a l  o f  US w i l li n g n e s s  to  p a r t i c i p a te  in  th e  c o l l e c t 

iv e  d e fe n se . Suc h comm itm ent s an d t h e i r  m ai nte nan ce  a ls o  se rv e  a s an

in c e n t iv e  t o  th e  o th e r  NATO n a ti o n s  t o  make comm itm ents an d to  m a in ta in

th em . The m aj or u n i ts  which  we now have fo rm all y  co m m it te d in  th e  NATO

p la n n in g  p ro c e ss  p lu s  th o se  n a ti o n a l  fo rc e s  th a t  th e  Dep ar tm en t o f  Def en se

c o n s id e rs  co u ld  re aso n ab ly  be  e x p ec te d  t o  be  a v a i la b le  by M+30 f o r  g e n e ra l

NATO d efe n se  in  ev en t o f  c o n f l i c t  a re  shown in  a c l a s s i f i e d  t a b l e  fu rn is h e d

s e p a ra te ly  t o  th e  Co mmi tte e.

As was  e x p la in e d  in  th e  FY 197 5 D ef en se  Manpower R equir em en ts  R e p o rt,  

many d e f in i t io n s  o f  com bat  an d su p p o rt  p e rso n n e l a re  p o s s ib le .  G enera l 

D av id so n, Commander  in  C h ie f , U. S . Army, Eur op e has  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  th e
A.

" t e e t h . - t o - t a i l "  r a t i o  in  Eu rope  i s  6 l  p e rc e n t com bat  to  39 p e rc e n t 

su p p o rt  or. i t h a t  i t  w i l l  soon  be  62  t o  3&>

In  re sp o n se  t o  th e  f i n a l  q u e s t io n , ab o u t to ;»  o f  c u r re n t  U .S . 

a c t iv e  duty  u rr y  p e rso n n e l wo uld be  in v o lv e d  in  a NATO c o n f l i c t  by  

M+30. As a d d i t io n a l  re in fo rc em e n ts  a r r i v e d ,  t h i s  num ber  co u ld  r i s e  

t o  o ver 63 o f  c u r re n t  a c ti v e  duty  p e rs o n n e l.

(D) = D ele te d
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I de le  tod ,.

PROPORTION OF U .S . COSTS

Ch air ma n U c C le ll an . Ycur re sp o n se  t o  my f i r s t  q u e s ti o n  in d ic a te s  t h a t  
ab out $30 b i l l i o n  i s  me re o r le s s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to  U .S . fo rc e s  f o r  
NATO. You ex cl ud ed . ab out $U3 b i l l i o n  o f th e  D ef en se  budget t h a t  goes  f o r  
s t r a t e g i c  f o r c e s ,  re s e a rc h  and devel opm en t, an d BCD a d m in is t r a t io n . 
O bvio usl y , a good  d e a l o f th e s e  c o s ts  a re  N A TO -r el at ed , s in c e  y our an sw er  
to  q u e s ti o n  1? c i t e s  ne ed  fo r  MATO s t r a t e g i c  n u c le a r  fo rc e s . Mow much o f  
th e  re se a rc h  and de ve lo pm en t pr og ram  c o s ts  i s  d i r e c t l y  r e la te d  t o  MATO 
re q u ir em en ts ?  How much  o f th e  s t r a t e g i c  fo rc e s  c o s ts  wo uld yo u a l l o c a t e  
to  MATO?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . Our re s e a rc h  an d de ve lo pm en t pr og ram  i s  d i r e c t l y
*

r e la te d  to  th e  nee ds o f our own m i l i t a r y  fo rc e s  an d n o t t o  NATO as su ch . 

With  o r w it h o u t th e  N ort h  A t la n t ic  T re a ty , th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  wou ld  s t i l l  

r e q u ir e  modern an d e f f e c t i v e  m i l i t a r y  fo r c e s . To ke ep  th o se  fo rc e s  mod ern 

and e f f e c t i v e ,  we w ou ld  nee d j u s t  th e  k in d  o f r e s e a rc h  and de ve lo pm en t 

pr og ram we a re  p u rsu in g  now.  An d, I  m ig ht add t h a t  w it h  o r  w it h o u t th e  

N orth A t la n t ic  T re a ty , th e  f a te  o f  W es te rn  Eu ro pe  wo uld s t i l l  be  a  m a tt e r  

o f  fo re m ost  conce rn  t o  th e  s e c u r i ty  o f  th e  U n it ed  S ta te s .

With  re g a rd  t o  th e  s t r a t e g i c  f o r c e s , none  o f  th o se  c o s ts  a re  a l lo c a b le  

to  MATO as  su ch . The s t r a t e g i c  fo rc e s  a re  o b v io u s ly  e s s e n t i a l  t o  th e  

s e c u r i ty  o f th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  i t s e l f .  They a ls o  p ro v id e  th e  e s s e n t i a l  

fo u n d a ti o n  fo r  th e  s e c u r i t y  o f  a l l  o f  our f r ie n d s  an d a l l i e s ,  in c lu d in g  

o u r NATO a l l i e s .  H en ce , th e re  i s  no  l o g ic a l  b a s i s  f o r  p ro ra t in g  th e  c o s ts  

o f  th e s e  fo rc e s  t o  th e  U .S .,  NATO or our o th e r  f r i e n d s  and a l l i e s .

A FRENCH FORCES IN NATO

Ch air man  M cC le ll an . F ra n ce  has no fo rc e s  a ss ig n e d  o r  ea rm arke d to  MATO 
an d has  w ithd ra w n from  th e  m i l i ta r y  pa re  o f  th e  a l l i a n c e .  D on 't  yo u 
th in k  th a t  sue?,  an a c t io n  i s  more  s i g n i f i c a n t  th a n  a  US w it hdra w al  o f  
15 ,0 00  c r  ; t ,0 0 0  US tr o o p s  fro m Euro pe,  i f  th e  US wer e s t i l l  to  r e ta in  
i t s  m i l i ta r y  com mitme nt t o  f ig h t in g  a  MATO wa r?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  comp are  th e  Fre nc h d e c is io n  to  

w it hdra w  from  th e  i n te g r a t e d  m i l i ta r y  o rg a n iz a ti o n  o f  th e  A ll ia n c e  w it h  th e  

p o s s ib le  w it hd ra w al o f  some 15 ,0 00  t o  50 ,3 00  US t r o o r s .  Fra nce  re m ai ns an 

a c t iv e  p a r t i c ip a n t  in  NATO a c t i v i t i e s  o th e r  th a n  in te g r a te d  d e fen se . As a  .

3 7 -1 9 9  0  -  74  - 8



p a r ty  to  th e  Nor th  A t la n t ic  T re a ty , F ra nce  w ould , under A .r ti c le  V o f  th e

T re a ty  ta k e  su ch  a c t io n , in c lu d in g  th e  use  o f  arm ed  f o r c e s ,  as i t  deemed

n e c e ssa ry  in  even t o f  an arm ed a t t a c k  a g a in s t one o r  more NATO members  in

Eur op e o r  N or th  Amer ica.  She  a ls o  has fo rc e s  s ta t io n e d  on German  s o i l

under a b i l a t e r a l  Fr en ch -G erman  agre em ent.  T hus,  Fre nc h fo rc e s  a re  s t i l l

n e a r  p o s s ib le  a re a s  o f  co m ba t, w here as US tr o o p s  w ithd ra w n t o  CONUS wo uld

n o t b e .

The US fo rc e s  dep lo yed  in  Eur op e c o n s t i tu te  n o t on ly  an  e s s e n t i a l  

e le m en t o f  NATO's s u b s ta n t ia l  c o n v e n ti o n a l defe n se  c a p a b i l i ty ;  th e y  a ls o  

ha ve  a sy m boli c  and p sy c h o lo g ic a l im port ance  t h a t  co u ld  n o t be  p ro v id ed  by

th e  fo rc e s  o f  an y o th e r  NATO n a t io n .  SACEUR ne ed s US tr o o p s  in  E uro pe,

n o t j u s t  sy m b o li c a ll y  b u t ev en  more im p o r ta n tl y  as  th e  s o l i d  ba ck bo ne  o f

h i s  dep lo yed  fo r c e s . In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  wha t we do in  Eu rope  i s  f a r  more 

im p o rt an t th a n  th e  Fr en ch  a c t io n s  o f  I9 6 6 -I 9 6 7 .

Ch air man  M cC le ll an . Why a re  Fre nc h fo rc e s  s t i l l  co un te d  as  p a r t  o f  th e  
m i l i ta r y  fo rc e s  t h a t  "c o u ld  be  e x p ec te d  to  p a r t i c i p a t e ” in  a NATO c o n f l ic t?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . Fra nce  has  w ithdra w n i t s  fo rc e s  fro m th e  in te g r a te d  

NATO m i l i ta r y  s t r u c tu r e ,  and i t s  fo rc e s  a re  n o t in te g r a te d  in to  SHAPE'S 

d a y -t o -d a y  o p e r a t io n a l  p la n n in g . How ever , F ra nce  i s  s t i l l  a  member o f  th e  

i. o r th  A t la n t i c  T re a ty  O rg a n iz a ti o n , an d p a r t i c i p a t e s  f u l l y  in  th e  d e l i b e r 

a ti o n s  o f  th e  N ort h A t la n t ic  C o u n c il . F ra nce  a ls o  m a in ta in s  m i l i ta r y  

l i a i s o n  m is s io n s  w it h  th e  NATO M il it a ry  Co mmi tte e and w it h  M ajor  NATO

co mm anders.

As a  f u l l  p a r ty  to  th e  Nor th  A t la n t i c  T re a ty , Fra nce  i s  bo un d to  ta k e  

su ch  a c t i o n ,  in c lu d in g  th e  us e o f  arm ed  f o r c e s ,  as  i t  deemed n e c e ssa ry  in  

th e  even t o f  an arme d a tt a c k  a g a in s t on e o r  more o f  th e  P a r t ie s  to  th e  

T re a ty  i n  Eu ro pe  o r  N ort h Amer ica.  We ha ve  ev e ry  re aso n  to  b e li e v e  t h a t  

Fra nce  w i l l  do i t s  p a r t  in  th e  d e fe n se  o f  W es te rn  Eu ro pe  a g a in s t  a Warsaw 

P ac t a t t a c k .  I t  sh o u ld  be no te d  t h a t  m os t NATO n a t io n s ,  in c lu d in g  th e  

U n it ed  S t a t e s , ha ve  some fo rc e s  which  a re  n o t co m m it te d to  NATO b u t whi ch



a re  n e v e r th e le s s  co nsi der ed , l i k e l y  to  be  a v a i la b le  f o r  MATO d e fe n se  in  th e

even t o f  w ar .

Ch air man  M cC le ll an . I f  th e  U .S . w ithd re w  5C,CCC t r o o p s ,  and d e a c t iv a te d  
th e n , b u t a ss ig n e d  an eq u a l numb er o f  A s ia n -o r ie n te d  fo rc e s  to  MATO, wo uld 
th e re  be  any r e d u c t io n  o f th e  numb er o f  T .S . fo rc e s  th a t  c cu ld  be "ex p ec te d  
to  p a r t i c i p a te "  in  a  MATO wa r?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . Ye s. We do n o t p la n ,  and ca nnot a f fo r d  to  p la n ,

s e p a ra te  fo rc e s  f o r  ea ch  m aj or co n ti n g e n cy . In  th e  ev en t o f a  m aj or

c o n f l i c t  in  E uro pe,  ve  wo uld  ex p ec t t o  em plo y v i r t u a l l y  a l l  a c t iv e  g e n e ra l  

purp ose  fo rc e s  ( in c lu d in g  th o se  b a sed  in  th e  U n it ed  S t a t e s ) ,  which  we 

wo uld a ls o  r e ly  on  f o r  an  A si an  co n ti n g e n cy . T his  i s  th e  e sse n ce  o f  th e  

s o - c a l l e d  1 1 /2  wa r s t r a te g y  up on  whi ch  c u r re n t  fo rc e  p la n n in g  i s  b a se d . 

T h e re fo re , a r e d u c t io n  o f  50 ,0 00  U .S . tr o o p s  in  Eur op e co uld  n o t be  

re p la c e d  by  " s h i f t i n g "  ass ig nm en ts  from  A si a  t o  Eur op e.

I t  sh o u ld  a ls o  be n o te d  t h a t  fo rc e s  b a se d  e ls ew h ere  a re  n o t a  go od

s u b s t i t u te  f o r  re ad y  fo rc e s  in  Euro pe.  The  m i l i t a r y  b a la n ce  in  Eu ro pe  

to d ay  i s  v e ry  d e l i c a t e l y  p o is e d ; an y m aj o r r e d u c t io n  o f fo rw ar d dep lo yed  

fo rc e s  on th e  MATO s i d e ,  w it h o u t a  co mmen su ra te  r e d u c ti o n  on th e  Warsaw 

P a c t s i d e ,  wou ld  le a v e  W es te rn  Eur op e ex tr em ely  v u ln e ra b le  t o  s u r p r i s e

a t ta c k .

mat:  tet emse ex pe ndi tu re s

Ch air man  M cC le ll an . "Meuli yo u ha ve  a  t a b l e  p re p a re d  t h a t  re sp onds f u l l y  t o  
my re q u e s t f o r  th e  MATS a l l i e s  budgets  from  1955 to  19 73 , an d shows th e s e  
b u d g e ts  in  c o n s ta n t d o l l a r  f ig u r e s ,  w it h  pa y an d p r i c e  i n f l a t i o n  rem oved? 
(T his  d a ta  was re q u e s te d  in  q u esti o n  5 , b u t tim e d i d n 't  p e rm it  p re p a rin g  
th e  f u l l  re s p o n s e .)  A ls o , p le a se  comp are  th e  g ra nd  t o t a l  o f  th e  Eur op ea n 
d e fe n se  e x p en d it u re s  (w it h  and w it h o u t F ra nce) in  FY 19 73, *7^ and '7 5 , 
w it h  th e  US d e fe n se  b u d g e t.

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . The T ab le  I  su b m it te d  in  re sp o n se  t o  q u e s ti o n  5 in  

y o u r l e t t e r  os' Ju ne I h ,  1 9 7 - , showed th e  d e fe n se  e x p e n d it u re s  o f  o u r NATO 

a l l i e s ,  as  w e ll  as th e  U .S .,  f o r  th e  y e a rs  1955, I9 6 0 , 19 65 , 1970 an d 19 73 , 

in  c u r re n t  p r i c e s ,  c o n v e rte d  from  lo c a l  c u r re n c ie s  t o  U .S . d o l la r  eq u iv a

le n t s  a t  1973 ex ch an ge  r a t e s ,  as  d e sc ri b e d  in  th e  fo o tn o te s  to  th e  t a b l e .  

T ab le  I  a ls o  showed d e fe n se  e x p e n d it u re s  as  a  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  GNP an d p e rc en t-
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ag e o f  t: □ ta i c e n t r a l  go ve rnmen t sp en d in g  f o r  ea ch  NATO c o u n tr y . A se co nd

I5 c 5 , 19 '70 , 1973 , 1 9 7 -,  an d 19 75 .

As ■s ta te d  in  o u r re sp o n se  t o  q u e s ti o n  5> how ev er , co m pa ra bl e d a ta  in

c o n s ta n t p r ic e s  fo r  U. S.  NATO a l l i e s  a re  n o t a v a i l a b le .  The NATO Eco nom ic

Committees an d th e  Eco nom ic D ir e c to r a te  o f  th e  NATO I n te r n a t io n a l  S ta f f

' a re  ex am in in g th e  pro ble m s r a i s e d  by  th e  e f f e c ts  o f  i n f l a t i o n  on

d efe n se  e
*

:x p e n i i tu re s  and  a re  a tt e m p ti n g  to  dev el op  s u i t a b le  in d ic e s  wh ich

wou ld  a lj Low m i l i t a r y  e x p e n d it u re s  to  be  e x p re ssed  in  c o n s ta n t p r i c e s .

fee p a s t ,  ZiATC has u se d  tw o ty p e s  o f  in d ic e s :  ( l )  im p l i c i t  p r ic e  *

ie r iv e d  fro m a co m pa riso n o f  defe nse  e x p en d it u re s  in  c u r re n t  and

c o n s ta n t r r i c e s  p ro v id ed  by member c o u n tr ie s  to  th e  O rg a n iz a ti o n  fo r

Zeo no rd c C oopera ti on  an d Dev elop men t (CZCD) in  re sp o n se  to  th e  annual

OECD qne-" .i o r .n a i r e ;  (2 ) p r ic e  in d ic e s  co mmun icated  by  member c o u n tr ie s

to  th e  ZZ.--.ID I n te r n a t io n a l  S t a f f  i n  re sp o n se  t o  th e  F in a n c ia l S e c ti o n  o f

th e  NATO D ef en se  P la nn in g  Q u e s ti o n n a ir e .

Itcc□roann ga ps  appear in  th e  OECD in d ic e s .  F re q u e n tl y , th e  d a ta  a re

in co m ple ':e . D uring th e  p a s t  two y e a r s ,  th e  OECD has  st o p p ed  re q u e s ti n g

t h i s  type : o f  in fo rm a ti o n  from  i t s  mem bers.  T h is  i s  b ecause  th e  OECD i s

re v ie w in g  an d a tt e m p ti n g  t o  im pr ov e th e  o v e r a l l  sy st em  o f  n a t io n a l  acc oun ts  

d e f in i t i o n s ,  r e p o r t in g  and metho ds  o f  which  th e  d e fe n se  e x p e n d it u re s  d a ta  

a re  a  p a r t .  At  p r e s e n t , th e  OECD, in  c o o p e ra ti o n  w it h  o th e r  i n te r n a t io n a l  

o r g a n iz a t io n s , i s  ma kin g a st u d y  o f  metho ds  t o  be  a p p li e d  when  co n v e rt in g
c

n a ti o n a l  acco u n ti n g  d a ta , in c lu d in g  d e fe n se  ex p en d it u re s  d a ta ,  from

c u r re n t  t.o c o n s ta n t p r i c e s .

Simi l a r l y ,  th e  p r ic e  in d ic e s  p ro v id ed  by  NATO c o u n tr ie s  to  th e  NATO

I n te r n a t i o n a l S t a f f  ha ve  be en  l im i te d  to  very  ro ug h p r o j e c t i o n s ,  d i f f i c u l t

t o  p re p a re  an d th e  so urc e  o f  nu merou s p ro ble m s.  T h e re fo re , in  an  e f f o r t  to  

im pr ov e th e  s t a t i s t i c a l  metho ds  u se d  in  c o n v e rti n g  n a t io n a l  d e fe n se  ex pend 

i t u r e s  to  c o n s ta n t p r i c e s ,  th e  NATO Econom ic Co mm ittee  h e ld  an e x p la n a to ry  

m ee ti n g , in  May o f  197^,  w it h  th e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  n a t io n a l  e x p e r t s .  A
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se co nd m ee ti n g  c f  th e  MATO Eco nomic Co mmi tte e to  d is c u ss  p ro p o sed  im pr ov e

men ts  in  m et ho do lo gy  i s  e x p ec te d  ab out Se pt em be r 19 7^• At  an  a p p ro p r ia te  

s t a g e ,  i r  i s  ex p ec te d  t h a t  th e  new m eth odo lo g ie s b e in g  develo ped  by th e  

OECD ar.d rh e  NATO Eco nom ic Co mm ittee  w i l l  be c o o rd in a te d  to  in s u r e  t h a t  th e  

d e fe n se  e x p e n d it u re s  d a ta  m etho do lo gy  w i l l  be  com pati b le  w it h  th e  r e v is e d

OECD nati onal accou nts  system.

The gra nd  o c t a l  o f  th e  (NATO) Eur op ea n d e fe n se  e x p e n d it u re s  (w it h  an d

* w it h o u t 7 ra r. ce) in  c a le n d a r  y e a r  (CY) 1973  (b ase d  on th e  d a ta  p re v io u s ly  

su b m it te d  in  T ab le  I )  in  c u r re n t  p r i c e s ,  co mpa red w it h  U .S . d e fe n se  ex pen d-

•  i tu r e s  in  CY 1973, i s  as  fo ll o w s:

T o ta l  Def en se  E x p en d it u re s  o f  US an d
________E urop ea n NATO-CY 1973_________

(C u rre n t P r ic e s -1 9 7 3  Ex change  R ate s -  
$ B i l l io n )

D ef en se  E xpen d it u re s 
(MATO D e f in it io n )

CY 1973

NATO Eu ro pe
( In c lu d in g  Fra nce)  39 .8 3

NATO Eur op e
(E x clu d in g  Fra nce)  30.3 8

U.S . 7 8 .U6

F is c a l  y e a r  t o t a l s  f o r  MATO Eu rope  a re  n o t a v a i l a b l e .  D at a on 

p r o je c te d  t o t a l  d e fe n se  e x p e n d it u re s  o f  Eur op ea n NATO f o r  CY 197^ a re  n o t 

y e t  a v a i l a b l e ,  b u t a re  e x p e c te d  to  become a v a i la b le  a t  th e  en d o f  CY 197^.  

a  D at a on t o t a l  NATO d e fe n se  e x p e n d it u re s  f o r  CY 197 5 a re  n o t a v a i la b le  an d

a tt e m p ts  to  make r e a l i s t i c  e s ti m a te s  a re  handic ap ped  by  r i s i n g  c o s ts  due 

to  i n f l a t i o n  p lu s  la rg e  an d f re q u e n t ch an ge s in  fo re ig n  ex ch an ge  r a t e s .

I  w i l l  p ro v id e  f o r  th e  re c o rd  a t  t h i s  p o in t  T ab le s I  an d I I , which  

were su b m it te d  t o  th e  Co mmi tte e e a r l i e r .  (The  in fo rm a ti o n  fo l lo w s :)
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6.26  kr on er 
4.60  francs 
2.30  D.K.
30 drachmas 
566.6  1i re  
40 .33  francs 
2.32  ru ; ld e rs  
5.53  kr on er 
25 .50  escudos 
14 1i t as 
0.4 016 sounds

Foo tn ote s t 'l  i. Hi I

the in te re s t o f  un ifo rm ! ty .w i t h  o th e r da ta  pro vided to  th e Congress 
by  the ( ep.-rtm.ent o f S ta te  and th e A gency 'fo r In te rn a ti o n a l Development,
•ii ie  G!.': c in the  ta b ic  are in  te rn s  o f cu rr e n t marke t p ri c e  fo r  bo th  
■j-'ie U.S . ar.J b .£ . a l li e s .  For  th e same recs cn , country  da ta  on G’i? ,
N a tio n a l budgets  and de fense expend itu re s have been co nve rted from lo ca l 
cu rr e n c ie s  to  U.S. c o ll a r  e q u iv a lc a ts  at  1373 exc i... :ge ra te s  used by 

-S ta te  and AID , as fo ll o w s :

Cou nt ry  Exchange ha te  pe r D o ll a r

Belgiu m- 40 .33  francs
Canada 1.00  C $
Denmark
France
Germany, Fed Rep 
Greece 

• . - I t a ly
. . . Luxembourg

Nethe rla nd s 
Norway 
Portuga l 
Tu rkey
United Kingdom

The  da ta  on GN? a t marke t p ri ces pr es en te d in  the ta b le  d i f f e r  from  the da ta 
on GNP a t fa c to r  co st  norm a lly  used in  NATO forums. T he re fo re , the measure 
o f  perc ent o f GN? a llo ca te d  to  de fens e expenditure s a ls o  d i f f e r s .  In 
a d d it io n ,  tne da ta  on GN?, n a ti o n a l budge ts and de fens e exp end itu re s have 
been conve rted to  d o ll a rs ,  in  some cases at s l ig h t ly  d if f e r e n t  1373 exchange 
ra te s  than  used in  e a r li e r  NATO docume nts . ‘ .

A ll  o f  the GN'P, na tiona l budget and de fense exp enditure s fi g u re s  have been 
u n if o rm ly  co nve rted in to  U.S. d o ll a r  equ iv a le n ts  on the basis  o f  the 1373 
exchange ra te s  li s te d  above. A conve rs io n in cu rr e n t exchange ra te s  fo r  each 
year would,  to  some e x te n t,  r e f le c t  the impact  o f mon etary even ts . For 
exam ple , th e cu rrency  al ig nm ents  in  1372 and 1373 in cr ea se s the v a lu a ti o n  
o i Gil? in  $b .S . fo r  most NATO c o u n tr ie s . The conve rs io n in  1373 cxchav.ee 
ra te s  has made i t  poss ib le  to  e lim in a te  the  e ff e c ts  of exchange ra te  re v is io n s .
I t  sh ou ld , however, be borne in  mind th a t the changes in  the fi g u re s  wh ich
thus  seen to  fo ll o w  a much more re g u la r tren d do no t g iv e  a s a t is fa c to ry
ac co un t o f the development o f  a c o u n tr y 's  GN’? in  the ye ars  p r io r  to  1373,
th e GN.-’ estim ate s in U.S. $ fo r  e a r li e r  ye ars be ing unders ta te d  in  the case
o f  co u n tr ie s  whose cu rren cy  has been de va lu at ed and o ve rs ta te d  in  the case
o f  those whose cu rrency  has been re eva lu a te d . *

U.S. Defense Exp en di tu re s 
in  Co ns tant 1372 P rices ( b i l l io n  $U3)

Defen se Exp en di tu re s 63.1

F is cal Yea rs (FT)

1373 1373 1374 ' J3 7j

63 .2 6S.3 67.J83 .5
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AL LIED  COCPERATICE DUR7EC- MIDEAST WAP

Ch airma n M cC le ll an . Your  re sp o n se  about a l l i e d  co o p e ra ti o n  an d r e s t r i c t i o n s  
se en  t o  be  d i f f e r e n t  fro m te s ti m o n y  p ro v id ed  d u ri n g  our h e a r in g s  on th e  FY 
19 7-  S upple m enta l r e q u e s t . The A ir  Fo rc e in d ic a te d  t h a t  a g re a t  d e a l  o f  
e x tr a  e f f o r t  an d r e fu e l in g s  we re  r e q u ir e d  in  th e  movement o f a i r c r a f t  becau se  
onl y one  Eur op ea n b ase  was a v a i l a b le .  Can yo u t e l l  us  i f  th e  U .S . dec id ed , 
n o t to  use  o th e r  c a se s  b e s id e s  L a je s becau se  we d i d n 't  th in k  we co u ld  g e t 
ou r a l l i e s  t o  p e rm it  us to  do s o , ev en  th ough th e y  d i d n 't  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
r e s t r i c t  us  in  ad va nc e?  Why was th e r e  so  much te s ti m o n y  p ro v id ed  about th e  
d i f f i c u l t y  o f  s ta g in g  th e  re su p p ly  a i r l i f t  t o  I s r a e l?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . The e a r l i e r  re sp o n se s  about a l l i e d  c o o p e ra ti o n  an d 

r e s t r i c t i o n s  wer e b a sed  on th e  te s ti m o n y  of Dep ut y S e c re ta ry  o f  D ef en se  

Clemen ts and  t h a t  o f  Adm iral  M oo re r. We b e li e v e  t h a t  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  L a je s  

was th e  most e f f e c t i v e  an d ti m e ly  way to  a rra n g e  and c a r ry  o u t th e  a i r l i f t  

e x p e d i t io u s ly . With  some  s a c r i f i c e  in  pay lo ad  and some a d d i t io n a l  r i s k s ,  

we c a r r i e d  out an  a i r l i f t  to  I s r a e l  whi ch  me t th e  re q u ir em en t an d caugh t up  

to  th e  S o v ie t a i r l i f t  w it h in  a few d a y s , u s in g  on ly  a p o r t io n  o f  o u r a i r l i f t  

f l e e t ,  and  w it h o u t an y l o s s e s .  As we ha ve  s a id  b e f o r e ,  th e re  was some s i l e n t  

co o p e ra ti o n  from  o th e r  c o u n tr ie s ,  b u t we b e li e v e  t h a t  i t  wou ld  ha ve cau sed  

u n n ecessa ry  d e la y s an d e th e r  d i f f i c u l t i e s  t o  a tt e m p t t o  g a in  p e rm is s io n  f o r  

use  o f  base s e ls e w h e re , e s p e c ia l ly  s in c e  we knew  t h a t  we cou ld  c a r ry  o u t an 

e f f e c t iv e  a i r l i f t  u s in g  o n ly  L a je s . The a i r l i f t  to  I s r a e l  was in d eed  a 

d i f f i c u l t  u n d e r ta k in g , b u t  ou r arm ed fo rc e s  more th a n  m ea su re d up to  th e  

c h a l le n g e .

cm r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  
i f i c a n t  in d ic a t io n

; Do yo u th in k  t h i s  
th e  Eur op ea ns  in  th e

Ch air man  M cC le ll an . D o n 't  yo u b e li e v e  th e  U n it ed  Kingd; 
u se  o f  t h e i r  b a se s  f o r  re c o n n a is sa n c e  f l i g h t s  i s  a si g n : 
o f  n o n -c o o p era ti o n ?  R e la te d )

i s  f a i r  and r e c ip r o c a l  tr e a tm e n t fo r  wh at  we p ro v id e  to  
fo rm  o f our tr o o p s  an d money?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . As p re v io u s ly  in d ic a te d  in  re sp o n se  to  a  r e la te d  

q u e s ti o n  fro m th e  C om m it te e,  we we re  d is a p p o in te d , bu t n o t s u r p r i s e d ,  when 

some o f  cur A l l ie s  d id  n o t a g re e , a t  l e a s t  i n i t i a l l y ,  w it h  our ass ess m en t

c f  wha t was a t  s ta k e  in  th e  r e c e n t M id dl e E ast c o n f l i c t .  A cco rd in g ly , we 

co u ld  accep t th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e i r  e a r ly  en d lo c a l iz e d  p e rc e p ti o n  o f  th e  

c o n f l i c t  end  t h e i r  own n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t s , p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e i r  v e ry  g r e a t



de pe nd en ce  on Arab petr o le um  im p o rt s , le d  to  p o li c y  ju dg m en ts  an d a c ti o n s  

whi ch  wer e d i f f e r e n t  from  our own.

Ch air ma n M cC le ll an . Row h as t h i s  c o u n tr y  " c l a r i f i e d "  our r i g h t s  t o  move 
U.S . eq ui pm en t out o f  Germany? I s  th e r e  an y th in g  t h a t  wo uld p re v e n t th e  
Germans fr cm  is s u in g  s ta te m en ts  r e s t r i c t i n g  th e s e  " r ig h t s "  in  th e  fu tu r e  — 
as  th ey  d id  d u ri n g  th e  M id ea st  wa r?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . In  d is c u s s io n s  w it h  th e  F e d e ra l R epub li c  o f  Ger m an y's 

M in is te r  o f  Eef er .s e and  o th e r  go ve rn m en t o f f i c i a l s  i t  has be en  made 

p e r f e c t l y  c le a r  t h a t  th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  must and w i l l  r e t a in  i t s  r i g h t  to  

use  i t s  E uro pe-b ase d  re so u rc e s  in  p u r s u i t  o f  i t s  u n i l a t e r a l  n a t io n a l  

i n t e r e s t s  an d o b je c t iv e s . The FRG u n d e rs ta n d s  an d a p p re c ia te s  t h a t  U nit ed  

S ta te s  f o r c e s , eq uipm en t an d s u p p l ie s  a re  lo c a te d  in  th e  FRG as p a r t  o f 

th e  A l l ia n c e 's  common d e fe n se  e f f o r t  an d t h a t  s i g n i f ic a n t  ad van ta ges accru e  

to  NATO — an d to  th e  F e d e ra l R ep u b li c  o f Germany — b ecause  o f t h e i r  

im m ed ia te  a v a i l a b i l i t y  and p ro x im it y  t o  th e  p o t e n t i a l  b a t t l e f r o n t .  M or eo ve r,  

th e  FRG re c o g n iz e s  th a t  i t  wo uld be  in im ic a l  t o  Ger m an y's n a t io n a l  i n t e r e s t s  

i f  U n it ed  S ta te s  re so u rc e s  we re  r e lo c a te d  in  o rd e r  to  ach ie v e  th e  f l e x i b i l i t y  

we r e q u ir e  t o  em plo y our l im i te d  d e fe n se  a s s e t s ,  w orl d -w id e. T his  r e c o g n it io n  

se rv e s  as  an e f f e c t i v e  b a r  to  th e  FRG's  im posi ng , o r a tt e m p ti n g  t o  im pose ,

r e s t r i c t i o n s  on th e  U n it ed  S t a te s ' u se  o f  i t s  n a ti o n a l  re so u rc e s  s i t u a t e d  in  

German y.

ESTIM ATES 07  FORCES AND CAPABIL ITY

Ch air ma n M cC le ll an . You s t a te d  t h a t  "Ke can not make a  p r e c is e  e s ti m a te  of 
th e  NATS' or T .S . fo rc e  re q u ir e d  t o  de fe n d  in  E uro pe,  =r.d we ca nn ot  c o n f i
d e n tl y  p r e d ic t  hew lo ng NATO co u ld  f i g h t  c o n v e n ti o n a ll y '- . Row much a l l i e d  
ag re em en t c r  d is ag re em en t i s  th e r e  on th e  l e v e l  o f  U .S . fo rc e s  r e q u ir e d , 
and th e  ti m e t h a t  NATO cou ld  f i g h t  c o n v e n ti o n a ll y ?  Dc cu r a l l i e s  th in k  
more o r fe w er  tr o o p s  frcm  t h i s  co u n tr y  sh o u ld  be  s ta ti o n e d  in  Eu rope ?
How lo ng do es  ea ch  NATO co u n tr y  b e li e v e  th e  a l l i a n c e  mem bers  cou ld  l a s t  
in  a NATO c o n f l i c t  (n o n -n u c le a r) ?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . The re  i s  A l l ie d  ag re em en t t h a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  U .S . 

fo rc e s  p r e s e n t ly  m a in ta in ed  f o r  NATO a re  re q u ir e d  and sh o u ld  n o t be  re duce d ..

(d ele te d).  A l l ie s  p re s s  s t r o n g ly  f o r  m ai n te nance  o f th e

p re s e n t l e v e l  o f  U .S . tr o o p s  in  E uro pe,  an d th e y  ha ve  done  much to  en co ura ge
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r e te n t io n  o f  th o se  f o r c e s ,  f o r  ex am ple , th e  U. S. -FRG  o f f s e t  ag re em en t,  

o th e r  A l l ie d  b u rd e n sh e rin g  a c t i o n s ,  an d Eu ro -G ro up  pro gra m s.  (d ele te d)]

JACKSON-NUNN AMENDMENT

Ch airma n M cC le ll an . I s  i t  your u n d e rs ta n d in g  t h a t  th e  Jack son-Nu nn .
Amendment r e q u ir e s  o f f s e t t i n g  o n ly  th e  FY 197^ U .S . NATC -rel at ed  b a la n c e  
o f  pa ym en ts e x p e n d it u re s?  A re n 't  th e  FY 1975 c o s ts  t o  be  o f f s e t  — or 
do es  t h i s  r e q u ir e  a d d i t io n a l  l e g i s l a t i o n ?

Do yo u th in k  s o f t  lo an s t o  th e  U .S . ( r a th e r  th an  eq uipm en t p u rc h ase s)
* p ro v id es a re a so n a b le  means  o f o f f s e t?  I s n ' t  t h i s  a  d iv e r s io n ,  r a th e r  

th an  a r e a l  o f f s e t?

•  S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . The  la nguag e o f  th e  Ja ck so n- N un n Amendment p ro v id e s  

t h a t  th e  A l l ie s  s h a l l  o f f s e t  FY 19 71* U .S . d e fe n se  b a la n ce  o f  pa ym en ts  

e x p en d it u re s  r e s u l t i n g  from  th e  de pl oy m en t o f  fo rc e s  in  Eu rope  in  f u l f i l l 

ment o f  our NATO T re a ty  co mm itm en ts.  D is c u ss io n s  on th e  f lo o r  o f  th e  

S enate  a ls o  in d ic a te  t h a t  Con gr es s d id  n o t in te n d  th a t  th e  A l l ie s  o f f s e t  

no n- NATO -rel at ed  U .S . d e fe n se  BOP e x p e n d it u re s , su ch  as  th o se  f o r  s t r a t e g i c  

fo rc e s . The  D ep ar tm en t o f  Commerce, in  c o n s u l ta t io n  w it h  DoD an d GAO, i s  

p ro ceed in g  a lo ng  th e s e  l i n e s .

We c o n s id e r  th e  FRG p u rc hase  o f  U .S . s e c u r i t i e s ,  when p a r t  o f  an  o v e r

a l l  package, to  be  a re a so n a b le  means  o f  o f f s e t .  W hi le  th e  econ om ic  im pac t 

d i f f e r s  fro m t h a t  o f  a d i r e c t  b u d g e ta ry  su p p o rt  pa ym en t or an a c tu a l  

p u rc h ase  o f  U .S . m an u fa ctu re d  m i l i ta r y  r e l a t e d  it e m s , i t  do es  r e s u l t  in  a 

d e f in i t e  t r a n s f e r  o f  fu n d s . The FRG h as ag re ed  t o  p u rc h ase  a p p ro x im ate ly  

$8U3 m il l io n  o f s p e c ia l  U .S . Governm ent  s e c u r i t i e s  a t  2 1 /2  p e rc e n t 

i n t e r e s t  fo r  a se ven  y e a r  p e r io d . The s ig n i f i c a n t  i n t e r e s t  sa v in g s a lo n e  

r e s u l t i n g  from  t h i s  lo a n , to g e th e r  w it h  o th e r  e le m en ts  o f  th e  r e c e n t U .S .—

» FRG o f f s e t  ag reem en t ( i . e . ,  tr o o p  f a c i l i t i e s  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n ,  a b so rp ti o n

o f ta x e s  an d a i r p o r t  f e e s )  s u b s ta n t i a l ly  co v er th e  a d d i t io n a l  c o s ts  we b e a r  

to  dep lo y  U.S . tr o o p s  in  German y as  op po se d t o  th e  C o n ti n e n ta l U n it ed  S t a te s .

Ch air man  M cC le ll an . In  y o u r w r i t te n  re sp o n se  t o  ny q u e s ti o n  about th e  
Jack son-Mun n Amendme nt, yo u in d ic a te d  th an  c u r  Eur op ea n .A ll ie s wou ld  be  
a b le  t o  o f f s e t  any  d e f i c i t  by  a co m bin at io n  o f  ( l )  th e  r e c e n t ly  concl uded  
US-German o f f s e t  ag re em en t f o r  FY 19 7^ -197 5 an d (2 ) Eur op ea n pro cu re m en t 
o f  US m i l i ta r y  r e la te d  it e m s .
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You in d ic a te d  t h a t  th e  t o t a l  o f f s e t  ag re em en t w it h  Germany i s  $2.2  
b i l l i o n  over a two ye a r p e r io d .

Would yo u p ro v id e  us  w it h  a  l i s t  o f  th e  m i l i t a r y  it em s and d o l la r  
v a lu e s  t h a t  w i l l  be  p ro cu re d  in  FY 1974  and FY 197 5 t h a t  w i l l  "c ount"  
a g a in s t  th e  Ja ck so n-i iu nn req u ir em en ts ?

S e c re ta ry  S o h le s in g e r . The  e le m en ts  o f  th e  FY 19 74 -197 5 US-FRG O ffse t
Agreem en t are as fo ll o w s :

1 tern $ Mi 11 ions
Proc urem en t o f  US M i l i t a r y  Equip me nt

1 ,030
Troo p F a c i l i t ie s  R e h a b il it a t io n

225
Rea l E sta te  Taxes and Land ing Fees

8
Uran ium  Enr ichm en t S erv ic es w

75
En ergy  RsD P ro je c ts

37
Secu ri  t ie s  (7 y rs .  Q 2 |? )

843
I t  is  d i f f i c u l t  to  p re d ic t  p re c is e ly  the m i l i t a r y  pr oc ur em en t 

c y c le  in  th e FRG ( p a r t ic u la r ly  fo r  FY 7 5 ).  Ho wever, ou r best es tim a te  

o f payments fro m the FRG in  co n nec tion  w it h  m ajo r pu rcha se s ag reed  to  

d u ri n g  the n e g o ti a ti o n s  is :

FRG Pr oc urem en t Payments A ssoc ia te d  w it h  FY 74 -75 O ff s e t Agree ment

FMS

A ir  Fo rce $ Mi 11 ions

-  A i r c r a f t :

F-4 F 104

R-r'4c 20
lf -1 04 /T -3 7 /F 32 Mod

3 ’
CH-53

9 '  "
-  ELI MT

10

■ M is s il e  Improvem ent 46

-  Armun i t  ion
5

-  T ra in in g  in  US 88

E ng in ee ri ng  5 Techn ic a l S e rv ic es
9

-  MOI H e li c o p te rs  '32 12 ) 26

Sub-T ota 1 348
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. Army

-  M is s il e  Impro veme nt 20

-  Ammuni ti o n 2

-  LANCE 24 (R em aining  paymen t $80M)

-  M—113 (D ie s e li z a t io n  o f  2900 VEH) 8 (Rem aining  paymen t $24m )

-  Improved  HAWK 200 (T o ta l Order  $400M)

-  TOW 50 (T o ta l Order  $60-90M )

* Sub-T ota I 304

►

Navy

-  B re gnet  A tl a n t iq u e 3

-  Ship Mod/SM-1 M is s il e 22

-  S3A 35 (T o ta l Order  222)

S ub-T ota l 60

M is ce lla neous

-  C oopera tive  L o g is t ic s 67

-  P ro je c ts  Under S1M 52

S ub-T o ta 1 119

Comm erc ial  Purch ases

-  D ir e c t  pr oc ur em en t th ro uch  commercia l

channels  fo r  such German co -p ro d u c ti o n

prog rams as CH~53» UH-1H, Improved  HAWK;

e t a I . 280

S ub-T o ta 1 280
A

TOTAL (FY 74 -75) 1.111M

Our o th e r  NATO European  A l l ie s  c a lc u la te th a t  th e ir  pu rcha se s o f

US m i l i t a r y  re la te d  eq uipm en t w i l l  to ta l ove r $1 b i l l i o n  in  FY 74 a lo ne .

We do no t have a l i s t  o f  ite ms in c lu d e d  in  th a t e s ti m a te ; bu t th e NATO

In te rn a t io n a l S ta f f  has re quest ed the A ll ie s to  p ro v id e  a d e ta i led bre ak-

down which can be pre se nte d to  th e Co ng ress .



TF.C O ? WITHD RA WAL S A l l  M 37 R

Cha irm an  M cC le llan . Su pp ose a  m oder at e U .S . tr o o p  w it h d ra w al wer e o f f s e t  
by  an in c re a s e  o f an eq u al nu mber o f  German,  B r i t i s h  o r e th e r  Eu rope an  
f o rc e s . Mould th e re  be  any re d u c ti o n  in  ZTATO’s a b i l i t y  to  def en d i t s e l f ?

In  su ch  a s i t u a t i o n ,  do yo u th in k  th e  m utu al  and b a la n c e d  fo rc e  
re d u c ti o n  t a lk s  wo uld be  ha mpe red in  any  way? E xp la in  how.

Why c a n ’t  we agre e  to  do su ch  a t h in g ,  and th e re b y  re d u ce  U .S . fo rc e s  
s t a t io n e d  in  Eu rope  w h il e  s t i l l  c o n ti n u in g  th e  I-3FR n e g o ti a ti o n s ?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . I see  t h r e e  re aso n s  why th e  p ro p o sa l yo u su g g est  

wo uld  n o t be  e f f ic a c io u s .  The f i r s t  i s  th e  v e ry  p r a c t i c a l  pro ble m  pose d 

by  th e  c u r re n t  eco nomic s i t u a t i o n  in  W es te rn  Eur op e.

The q u e s ti o n  assumes  th e  c a p a b i l i ty  o f th e  A l l ie s  to  re p la c e  Am eri can 

f o r c e s . We a re  se ek in g  m utu al r e d u c t io n s  in  p a r t  because  t h a t  c a p a b i l i ty  

do es  n o t e x i s t .  F is c a l  c o n s t r a in t s  due to  th e  sk y ro c k e ti n g  p r i c e  o f o i l  

an d g e n e ra l i n f l a t i o n  make in c re a s e s  in  men under arms a n e a r te rm  

im p o s s ib i l i ty  f o r  cu r A l l ie s .  In  l i g h t  o f t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  i t  i s  im p o ssi b le  

to  an sw er  in  th e  a b s t r a c t  th e  e f f e c t  on NATO's d e fe n s iv e  a b i l i t y .

Sec ond, we re  t h i s  h y p o th e t ic a l  ex ch an ge  o f  fo rc e s  p o s s ib l e ,  th e  e f f e c ts  

on th e  13FR n e g o ti a ti o n s  co u ld  be  a d v e rse . The  S o v ie ts  m ig ht vie w  th e  

"m od er at e U .S . tr o o p  w it hd ra w al"  a s a  s ig n  o f  more to  come. Th us  su ch  a 

move m ig ht  d ec re a se  s e r io u s  S o v ie t p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  MBFR n e g o t i a t io n s .

T h ir d  an d mos t im port an t i s  th e  i s s u e  o f  wha t we bu y w it h  U .S . tr o o p  

re d u c ti o n s  in  Eur op e.  I t  ha s be en  o u r  p o s i t io n ,  and i t  i s  an ag re ed  ilATO 

p o s i t io n ,  t h a t  th e  m ut ua l re d u c ti o n s  we a re  n e g o ti a ti n g  in  th e  MBFR ta lk s  

sh o u ld  b eg in  w it h  a f i r s t  phas e o f  U .S ./ S o v ie t  r e d u c t io n s . We b e li e v e  th e  

S o v ie ts  w i l l  re d u ce  fo rc e s  in  C e n tr a l Eu rope  in  ex ch an ge  fo r  U .S . re d u c ti o n s  

Thu s we wa nt me use  every  u' .S . s o l d i e r  w ithd ra w n fro m Eu rope  to  bu y th e  

w it h d ra w al o f  S o v ie t tr o o p s  from  E a s te rn  Eur op e.  A w it h d ra w al o f  U .S . 

xO zc es , e 'er,  a m od er at e w it hd ra w al co m pe ns at ed  by  West Eur op ea n in c re a s e s  

as  yo u s u g g e s t , wo uld  r e s u l t  in  a  r e a l  d im in u ti o n  o f  o u r a b i l i t y  to  ach ie ve  

S o v ie t r e d u c ti o n s  in  E as te rn  Eur op e.
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?.137r iC'-.S of ru E .r r .h ;

Ch air ma n 11? G le ll  
r a th e r  th an  ir .c t

ve  cu r Eu 
th e n  d u ri

ro re a n  a l l i e s  he  
n£  th e  ra s e  y e a r

er. re d u cin g t h e i r  f o rc e s

S e c re ta ry  S c h is t i7i££-r. The f a i r e s t  an sw er  i s  th = t th e  Eur op ea ns  c o l l e c t -

iv e ly  have  r e i t u e r  b eer re d u cin g n o r in c re a s in g t h e i r  com bat fo rc e s a v a i l -

a b le  to  _. a _;.y t. :: p o s t y ea r  o r  tw t . 1:.~ 1 r  t l c i y e i  to m aia ta ixx an d

im prov e i t s  fo re e s ,  g iv en  s i n i l a r  per fo rm ance  by c a r  a l l i e s ; NATO mem bers

a
pro m is ed  to  na he no  u n i l a t e r a l  r e d u c ti o n s  ex cep t in  th e  co nt e x t o f m utu a l

and b a la n ce d  re d n o t io n s .

*
C-. ir r.nn K cC ls -i

ta ry  s i r e  
in c lu d in g

ng th  in 
th e  i r

Would you p ro v id e  a ta b le  
Eu rope  o f ea ch  NATO a l i y

c u r re n t  s tr e n g th ?

th a t  show s 
d u ri n g  th e

th e a c t 
p a s t 6

i ve m i 1i -  
y e a r s ,

J - c _• c •„ a ry  3c.. r in n e r . 1' es , s i r . (Th e in f o r m io n  f s l l c y s

(S tr e n g th  F ig u re s  in  Tho us an ds )

1988  1989 1970 1971 1972 1973
( c u r r e n t)

1974

Be lgi um 106 99 99 107 107 108 108

Canad a * 10 10 5 5 5 5 5

Denmark 47 44 42 45 42 38 3 7 .9 5

Fra nce 572 566 571 569 574 581 5 8 3 .3

FRG 454 457 455 472 457 461 495

Gre ec e 180 179 179 179 185 186 185. 4

1 t a ly 478 486 522  526 541 548 548.3

Luxembourg 1.1 1.1 1.1 1 1 1.1 1. 1 1.1

N e th e rl an d s 119 117 112 113 115 114 11 3. 6

Norway 37 37 37 36 38 39 34

P o rt u g a l ** 200 219 229 244 260 276 2 8 7 .2

Tu rk ey 564 607 625 615 561 563 535***

UK 420 401 384 385 381 380 369 .5

* Can ad ia n Armed Forc es  (CAF) A ggre gat e S tr e n g th  81,6 00

** P o rt u g u ese  f ig u re s  a re  a g g re g a te /d u r in g  19 68 -74 tim ef ra m e P o rt uguese
fo rc e s  have  been  dep lo yed , in  su p p o rt  o f t h e i r  o v e rse a s /A fr ic a n  c o lo n ia l 
p o s s e s s io n s . R ec en t p o l i t i c a l  dev el opm en ts  p o rt en d  a drawdown in t h i s  
p e rc e n ta g e .

»#* nv £  »•£ l u e t i c r. fro m 1973  to  1974  i s  ir . p a r e d l i t a r y  f o r c e s .

3 7 -1 99  0  -  74  - 9
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coc?era ti:: i of  uato allies  i :: mideast war

ll a ir m a n  M cC le ll an . Why d id n ’t  we fo rm all y  re q u e s t th e  use  o f  co re  th an  one  
base ?  Did we in fo rm a ll y  re q u e s t u se  o f  o th e r  b a se s  whi ch  wou ld  ha ve  
en ha nc ed  th e  e f f ic ie n c y  o f ou r a i r l i f t  o p e ra ti o n s?  Did  our a l l i e s  i n f e r n a l l y  
tu rn  us down?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . R eques ts  f o r  use  o f  a l l i e d  b a se s a re  c a r r i e d  ou t 

th ro u g h  d ip lo m a ti c  c h an n e ls . When i t  bec ame a p p a re n t t h a t  th e  use  o f  MAC 

a i r c r a f t  was go in g  to  be  n e c e ssa ry  t o  a i r l i f t  s u p p li e s  t o  I s r a e l  in  o rd e r 

to  m a in ta in  a s t r a t e g i c  b a la n c e  in  th e  M iddle E a s t,  th e  D ef en se  Dep ar tm en t 

u rg ed  im m ed ia te  r e p re s e n ta t io n  t o  th e  P o rt uguese  a sk in g  p e rm is s io n  to  us e 

t h e i r  b a se  on L aje s in  th e  A zo re s.  The use  o f  L aje s p e rm it te d  a  h ig h ly

s u c c e s s fu l  a i r l i f t  e f f o r t  as  m en ti oned  e a r l i e r .  The re  was some  s i l e n t

c o o p e ra ti o n  from  o th e r  c o u n t r i e s , b u t we b e li e v e  t h a t  i t  wo uld have ca use d 

u n n ecessa ry  d e la y s  and o th e r  d i f f i c u l t i e s  t o  a tt em p t t o  g a in  p e rm is s io n  fo r  

use  o f  b a se s  e ls ew h e re , e s p e c ia l ly  s in c e  we knew- t h a t  we could  c a r ry  ou t an 

e f f e c t i v e  a i r l i f t  u si n g  L a je s . Not mak in g f u r th e r  re q u e s ts  was  c o n s is te n t  

w it h  th e  U .S . e f f o r t s  to  m a in ta in  as  low  a p r o f i l e  as  p o s s ib le  d u ri n g  th e

M iddle E ast  c r i s i s .

MITTAL AMD 1ALAMCED FORCE E2DVC71CW5
Ch airma n Mo M ed ia n . The Communique is s u e d  Ju ne 20 , 1 9 7 I,  f r o n  th e  NATO 
m in i^ ^er _a_  m eeti ng  sa ys t h a t  th e  o b je c t iv e  o f  th e  Mutua l and Bal a np p H 

ro rc e  n sc u o ti o n  t a lk s  i s  " . . . e s t a b l i s n in g  appro xim at e p a r i t y  betvz een 
th e  two  s i c e s  in  th e  form  o f  a common c e i l in g  f o r  o v e r a l l  gr ound fo rc e  
manpower or. ea ch  s id e  in  th e  a re a  o f  r e d u c t io n s , ta il in g  in to  acc ount com
b a t  c a p a b i l i ty . "

Kow co yo u com pare com bat  c a p a b i l i ty  on b o th  s id e s ,  as  w e ll  as  su s
ta in in g  comb at c a p a b il i ty ?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . Th ere a re  many m et hodolo g ie s fo r  co m pa rin g MATO 

an d Warsaw P ac t comb at c a p a b i l i ty .  R a th e r th a n  r e ly  or. any s in g le  m et ho d-  ' 

o lo gy  th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  Government  has em pl oy ed  a  ra nge o f  th e s e  in  o rd e r  

to  b r in g  th e  b e s t  a n a ly t ic a l  to o ls  t o  b e a r  an d to  p ro v id e  th e  v a r io u s  

in s ig h ts  w.c ich ea ch  metho do logy  ca n p ro v id e . The m et hodolo g ie s ca n in c lu d e  

co m par is ons o f  ma npow er,  m aj or com bat  u n i t s ,  s u s ta in in g  su p p o rt  c a p a b i l i ty ,  

m aj or it em s o f  eq ui pm en t and weapo ns e f f e c t iv e n e s s  i n d ic a to r s ,  in c lu d in g  

su ch  th in g s  as  m o b il i ty , v u ln e r a b i l i ty  ar. a f i r e  po we r. We ha ve  lo oked  n o t
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only  a t  fo rc e s  on th e  gr ou nd  in  Eu ro pe  b u t a ls o  re in fo rc em e n ts  from  

o u ts id e  th e  a re a . F a c to rs  su ch  as  re in fo rc em e n t and l o g i s t i c  s to c k p i l e s  

a re  im p o rt an t in  co m pa ring  s u s ta in in g  com bat  c a p a b i l i ty .

The p o in t in  th e  NATO m in i s t e r i a l  communique  about " ta k in g  in to  

ac co unt comb at c a D a b il it y "  i s  t h a t  manpower sh o u ld  n o t be  th e  s o le  b a s is  

f o r  an  ag re em en t on re d u c ti o n  o f  fo rc e s  in  C e n tr a l Eur op e.  The re  a re  th r e e  

b a s ic  d i s p a r i t i e s  whi ch  th e  A l l ie s  ha ve  em ph as iz ed  in  th e s e  n e g o t i a t io n s .  

F i r s t ,  i s  th e  gr ou nd  fo rc e  manpower  d i s p a r i t y  whi ch  th e  E ast m a in ta in s  o v e r 

th e  b e s t  in  th e  a re a  o f  re d u c ti o n s . Sec on d,  th e r e  i s  a  geogra ph ic  d i s p a r i t y

in  tka * th  E cv ie t Ur. Lum i s  'o c a t - i  a d ja c e n t t : th e  a re a  o f  re d u c ti o n s  

..'i'.t.L'- :.i e . i  S ta te s  on oc ea n away.  . l . i  T h ir d  d i s p a r i ty  i s  ar m or;  

th e  Eao ha s h ; , : ?0 a rk s  in  a c ti v e  -u ni ts  in  -,hs a re a  o f  re d u c ti o n  w h il e  

ihVi'O nas  ... y ,3 00 . b'e a re  ta k in g  in to  ac co unt a l l  o f tr .e s e d i s p a r i t i e s  

in  th e  p ro p o sa ls  we ha ve  made to  th e  L a s t.

B - l B0"3EB

Ch air me n M cC le ll an . S in ce  th e  B -l  ha s in c re a s e d  so  g r e a t ly  in  p r ic e  ($ 1‘5 
m il l io n  to  c o j . l  m il l io n  p e r cop y ),  s h o u ld n 't  th e  C on gr es s s e r io u s ly  co n
s id e r  r e o r ie n t in g  to e  pr og ra m  to  p ro ducin g  more a u s te r e  bo mbers to  re p la c e  
th e  ag in g  3-5 2 bom ber  f l e e t ?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . W hi le  i t  i s  t r u e  th a t  th e  e s ti m a te d  pr og ram u n i t  

c o s t  o f  th e  B -l  ha s in c re a s e d  fro m $1+5.6 m il l io n  in  1970 to  to d a y 's  

e s ti m a te  o f  S o l .5 m i l l io n ,  o ver tw o - th ir d s  o f  t h i s  in c re a s e  ($ 1 0 .8  m il l io n )  

has be en  due to  in c re a s e s  in  th e  al lo w ance  f o r  i n f l a t i o n .  T hus,  th e  r e a l  

c o s t gr ow th  on th e  3 -1  pr og ra m  i s  12%, when  m ea su re d in  c o n s ta n t 1970  

d o l l a r s .  P a s t s tu d ie s  ha ve  shown th a t  th e  B -l i s  th e  m os t c o s t e f f e c t iv e  

re p la cem en t fo r  th e  ag in g  B -5 2. Ho we ver, I  ha ve  i n i t i a t e d  a  co m pr eh en sive  

Bomber co rc e  M odern iz ati on  S tu dy  to  ex am ine  a ra nge  o f  p o s s ib le  s t r a t e g i c  

bomb er fo rc e  mixe s in  th e  1980s.  The  f i r s t  phase  o f t h i s  s tu d y  i s  

sc h ed u le d  fo r  co m ple tion  l a t e r  t h i s  y e a r  and  th e  r e s u l t s  w i l l  be  made 

a v a i la b le  to  th e  C ongre ss .
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Chairman  Ko LT eh lan . Is  i t  tr u e  th a t  th e i - l ’ s w ei gh t h.as a lr e a d y  reac he d maximum ca p a cit y  (l an d in g ge ar  can ’ t  ac ce pt  any more) ana  th a t i t  w i l l  no t meet th e rang es th a t were o r ig in a l ly  re quir ed  wi th ou t a d d it io n a l r e fu e li n g  or  re duct io n  in  pa yloa d?S e cre ta ry  S c a le s in g e r . The 3 -1 , w it h a t a k e - o f f gr os s w eigh t o f  395,000  l b s ,(t he  de si gn  maximum fo r  th e la n d in g  g e a r ) , a pa yl oa d o f  50 ,00 0 l b s ,  and oneKC-135  ta —te r a i r - t o - a i r  r e fu e li n g  i s  cu rre n tl y  as se ss ed  to  haze a su bs on icm is si on  rang e o f fO j m il e s . This  i s  h25 m iles  le s s  than  th e dev elop men tes ti m at e o f  [& ] . m il e s . How ever, th e dev elop men t es ti m at e was a de si gn  *g o a l,  no t a re qu ir em en t.The u si n g  command ( S tr a te g ic  A ir  Command) has in v e s ti g a te d  t h is  p re - *d ie te d  c a p a b il it y  and has  de term in ed  i t  w i l l  meet SAC m is si on  re qu ir em en ts .The re d u ct io n  in  range id e n t if ie d  in  th e 5AR can  a ls o  be p a r t i a l ly  or  comp le t e ly  o f fs e t  by  cha nge s in  low le v e l  p enet ra ti on  d is ta n ce  or  p e n etr a ti o n  sp ee d,  v a r ia t io n s  in  pa yl oa d or  o th e r a lt e r n a tiv e s  a v a il a b le  to  th e operat io n a l  p la n n er.
Chairman .-i C CIe i- an . Is  i t  tr u e  th a t th e pr el au nc h c h a r a c te r is t ic s  o f  th e KC-1 35 ta n ker i s  in co m pa tibl e w it h the 3- 1 and th e re fo re  we ar e go in g to  hav e to  de ve lo p a new ta nk er ?Se cr eta ry  S c h le s m g e r . The re i s  no in c o m p a ti b il it y  o f  pr el au nc h ch ar ac - r .a r is t_ .: c  -h r. . wou ld re qu ir e de ve lo p in g a new ta nke r to  sue  oor t th e 3 -1 .On going  stu d ie s  show th a t th e a b i l i t y  o f  th e KC-135 ta nke r to  su rv iv e  a su rp ris e  m is s il e  a t ta c k , even  under  se ve re  p o st u la te d  fu tu re  t h r e a t s , i s  q u it e  co n s is te n t w it h th a t o f  th e B - l .  A ls o , th e a ir  r e fu e li n g  f l i g h t  en ve lo pe s o f  th e 3- 1 and KC-135 ar e e n t ir e ly  co m pa ti bl e.  A new ta nke r be nee ued  e v e n tu a ll y  to  re p la ce  th e  KC-135s as th ey  wear o u t.

rai rm an  . e— an . Toes  th e S o v ie t Un ion  po ss es s a "ic ok -dcw n/ sh oo t-d ow n”ra da r c m o b il it y ?  Are  th er e su rf a ce  to  a ir  m is s il e s  capab.be  o f n u ll i f y in g  Mthe effectiveness cf the 3-1?fe c r e ta -v  S c a le s ia g e r . .(deleted)]S u r f a c e - t c - a ir  m is s il e s  (SAMs) in c re a se  th e th re a t to  any a ir c r a f t  f ly in g  th ro ug h th e SAM’ s e f fe c t iv e  a re a . ^de lete d)](D) = De le te d



jLQ bletsd)j The B -l  was  d esi g n ed

to  m in im iz e i t s  v u l n e r a b i l i ty  t o  s u r f a c e - t o - a i r  m is s i l e s .  The com bin a ti on  

o f  low p e n e t r a t io n  a l t i t u d e  and Col Mach p e n e tr a t io n  sp ee d w i l l  make i t  a 

d i f f i c u l t  ta rg e o  fo r  a s u r f a c e - t c - a i r  m is s i le .  E x p eri en ce  g a in ed  in

S o u th eas t A si a  an d th e  Mid E ast c o n f l i c t ,  a lo ng  w it h  c u r re n t  s t u d i e s ,

in d ic a te  t h a t  th ro ugh  th e  a p p li c a t io n  o f  th e s e  t a c t i c s ,  and w it h  th e  a id

o f  im pr ov ed  d e fe n s iv e  sy s te m s , th e  B -l w i l l  be  e f f e c t i v e  ev en  a g a in s t  a

se v e re  s u r f a c e - t o - a i r  m is s i le  t h r e a t .

COUNTERFORCE CAT A?ILITY

Ch air ma n M cC le ll an . D o e sn 't  th e  U .S . a lr e a d y  have  oh e c a p a b i l i ty  to  
s e l e c t i v e ly  s o r ik e  m i l i t a r y  t a r g e ts ?  How many m i l i ta r y  t a r g e t s  a re  
a lr e a d y  in  t h i s  c o u n tr y 's  s t r a t e g i c  wa r p la n  — th e  S in g le  In te g ra te d  
O p era ti o n  P la n  (SIO P)?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . The  U nit ed  S ta te s  has  ha d th e  c a p a b i l i ty  f o r  many

y e a rs  to  a tt a c k  m i l i t a r y  as w e ll  as  u r b a n / in d u s t r i a l  t a r g e t s .  In  f a c t ,

th e  m a jo r it y  o f  th e  s e v e ra l  th ousa nd  t a r g e t s  in  th e  SIC?  a re  m il i ta r y

t a r g e t s .

The purp ose  o f  th e  new t a r g e t in g  d o c tr in e  i s  to  p ro v id e  th e  P re s id e n t 

w it h  a g r e a te r  numb er and v a r ie ty  o f  p re -p la n n e d  n u c le a r  r e t a l i a t o r y  o p ti o n s

so  t h a t  he  may ha ve  th e  f l e x i b i l i t y  he  ne ed s to  s e le c t  an a p p ro p r ia te

re sp o n se  to  a wide  ra nge o f  p o s s ib le  a tt a c k s  a g a in s t  ohe U. S.  o r  our a l l i e s  

He c u r re n t ly  ha s s e v e ra l  d i f f e r e n t  p re -p la n n e d  o p ti o n s , in c lu d in g  m i l i ta r y  

s t r i k e  o p t io n s , b u t th ey  a re  a l l  r a th e r  m as si ve re sp o n se s . He w i l l  c o n ti n u e  

to  ha ve  th e s e  m as si ve o p t io n s ,  b u t ,  in  a d d it io n , ohe r.ew t a r g e t i n g  d o c tr in e  

w i l l  p ro v id e  a numb er o f  s m a l le r ,  more  s e le c t iv e  p re -p la n n e d  o p ti o n s  and 

o p ti o n s  t h a t  ca n be  ad ap te d  t o  th e  s i t u a t i o n  th an  e x is o s  a t  th e  ti m e .

Ch air man  M cC le ll an . The Dep ar tm en t i s  p ro p o si n g  so  much in c re a s e d  fu ndin g  
f o r  new o r on go in g s t r a t e g i c  pr og ra m s t h i s  y e a r  — a i r  and se a  la unched  
c ru is e  m is s i l e s ,  m ob ile ICBMs, new s t r a te g i c  su b m ari n es,  in c re a s e d  B -l  
fu n d in g , o p e ra ti o n a l b ase  la u n c h es  o f  Minu tem an . I s  i t  r e a l l y  e s s e n t i a l  
t o  sp en d some S330 m il l io n  f o r  a cc u ra c y , y ie ld  an d r e ta r g e t i n g  im pr ov e
m en ts  t o  our m is s i le  fo rc e  t o  m a in ta in  th e  s t r a t e g i c  b a la n ce?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . I f  th e  S o v ie ts  r e p la c e  t h e i r  c u r r e n t ly  o p e ra t io n a l  

ICBMs w it h  th e  new fa m il y  o f  MIRVed ICBMs th e y  a re  p r e s e n t ly  t e s t i n g  an d we

(D) = D ele te d



make no  f u r th e r  im pr ov em en ts  in  our IC3M f o r c e s ,  th e  c u r re n t  s t r a t e g i c  

b a la n c e  wo uld  be  u p s e t , i . e . ,  th e  S o v ie t Un ion  wo uld  hav e a  much g r e a te r  

h a r d - ta r g e t  c o u n te rfo rc e  c a p a b i l i ty  th an  th e  U .S . in  th e  19 80s.  Suc h an 

im bal an ce  co u ld  te m pt  th e  S o v ie t Un ion  in  a c r i s i s  t o  c o n fro n t th e  U nit ed  

S ta te s  w it h  th e  th r e a t  o f  a  h a r d - ta r g e t  c o u n te rfo rc e  a t t a c k  to  which  we 

wo uld ha ve  no a p p ro p ri a te  re s p o n s e , sh o r t o f  a tt a c k in g  c i t i e s  o r l e s s  

v a lu a b le  m i l i ta r y  t a r g e t s  o r b ack in g  down on th e  is s u e  in  d is p u te .

The new R!eD i n i t i a t i v e s  p ro pose d  in  th e  FY 75 Bu dg et  a re  in te n d ed  to  

se rv e  two purp o se s:

(1 ) D is su ad e th e  S o v ie t Un ion  fro m e x p lo i t in g  f u l l y  i t s  ma rke d 

s u p e r io r i t y  in  ICEM nu mb ers  an d th ro w  w ei ght by  ma kin g i t  c l e a r  t h a t  we do 

n o t in te n d  t o  a llow  them  t o  ach ie v e  a  m aj or c o u n te r fo rc e  advan ta ge  over  us

(2 ) F a i li n g  t h a t ,  we wan t t o  p la c e  o u rse lv e s  in  a  p o s i t io n  to  

im prov e o u r c o u n te rfo rc e  c a p a b i l i t i e s  in  o rd e r t o  m a in ta in  th e  s t r a te g i c  

b a la n ce  and d e te r  th e  USSR fro m u s in g  i t s  p o t e n t i a l l y  g r e a t  c o u n te rfo rc e  

c a p a b i l i ty  a g a in s t u s .

Cn air ma n . c i i .  . la n . Are  we ah ea d o r  b e l. in d  R u ss ia  in  r e a l i ty  an d q u a n ti ty  
o f  we apo ns and s t r i k e  c a p a b i l i ty  a t  th e  p re s e n t tim e?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . A co m par is on o f  FY 197 5 U.S . an d S o v ie t fo rc e s  

shows tn e  S o v ie ts  ah ea d in  some m ea su re s o f  c a p a b i l i t i e s  an d i n f e r i o r  in  

o th e r s .  For ex am ple , th e  S o v ie ts  hav e a  le a d  in  th e  num ber  o f  s t r a t e g i c  

nuclo nn  d e li v e ry  v e h ic le s  (m is s i le s  an a bom ber s) , IC3A' enrow w e ig h t,  ana 

t o t a l  fo rc e  m eg at on na ge . On th e  o th e r  hand , th e  U.S . le a d s  in  th e  num ber  

o f  in d ep e n d en tl y  ta r g e ta b le  w arh ead s,  m is s i le  a cc u ra c y , and bo mb er pay lo ad  

c a p a b i l i ty .

The pro ble m  a r i s e s  in  th e  e a r ly  19 83 s when p ro je c ti o n s  show th e  

S o v ie ts  w it h  s u b s ta n t ia l  advan ta ges in  a lm ost  a l l  m ea su re s o f  e f f e c t i v e 

ness  i f  no new SALT ag re em en t i s  re a c h e d  which  r e s t r i c t s  th e  S o v ie t fo rc e -  

wide im pr ov em en ts  now in  p ro g re s s . With, th e  lo ng  le a d  ti m es in h e re n t  in  

s t r a t e g i c  wea pon  de vel opm en t,  i t  i s  im p e ra ti v e  t h a t  th e  U. S. be  in  a 

p o s i t io n  t o  m a in ta in  e s s e n t i a l  e q u iv a le n c e  i f  S o v ie t dev el op m en ts  can not

be  c o n s tr a in e d , e i t h e r  th ro ugh  n e g o t ia t io n s  o r  U. S.  pr og ra m  i n i t i a t i v e s .
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Ch air man  ’'c G le l la n . Would yo u i n t e r p r e t  an ann oun ce: : en t by  th e  R u ss ia n s  
t h a t  th ey  in te n d  to  in c re a s e  t h e i r  y ie ld  end g r e a t ly  im pr ov e t h e i r  a ccu re  
to  mean th an  th e y  a re  se ek in g  a  f i r s t  s t r i k e  c a p a b il i ty ?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . The  fo ll o w in g  d is c u s s io n  assume s th e  q u e s t io n  

r e f e r s  t o  a d is a rm in g  f i r s t - s t r i k e  c a p a b i l i ty ,  i . e . ,  a c a p a b i l i ty  w hi ch  

cou ld  re duce  an  opp o n en t’ s s t r a t e g i c  o f fe n s iv e  fo rc e s  to  th e  p o in t whe re  

th ey  c o u li  no  lo n g e r  ca us e u n a c c e p ta b le  im a g e  to  th e  i n i t i a t o r .

N e it h e r  we n o r th e  S o v ie t Un ion  ha ve  th e  a b i l i t y  t o  ach ie v e  a 

d is arm in g  f i r s t - s t r i k e  c a p a b i l i ty .  Fo r ex am ple , n e i th e r  s id e  i s  l i k e l y  

to  a c q u ir e  a  c a p a b i l i ty  to  d e s tr o y  in  a  s u r p r i s e  a tt a c k  th e  o th e r  s i d e 's  

SLBM fo rc e  a t  s e a . An in c re a s e  in  th e  accu ra cy  an d y ie ld  o f  S o v ie t w ar

h e ad s , how ev er , co u ld  s t i l l  be  ex tr em e ly  d e s t a b i l iz in g  b ecause  i t  co u ld  

p ro v id e  them  w it h  a s u p e r io r  c a p a b i l i ty  to  a t ta c k  har den ed  t a r g e t s .

T his  s u p e r io r i t y  co u ld  te m pt  th e  S o v ie t Un ion  in  a  c r i s i s  t o  c o n fro n t th e  

U. S.  w it h  th e  t h r e a t  o f  a h a r d - ta r g e t  c c u n te r fo rc e  a tt a c k  t o  whi ch  we 

wo uld ha ve  no a p p ro p r ia te  re sp o n se . Such a m aj or asy mm etr y in  c o u n te r

fo rc e  c a p a b i l i t i e s  wou ld  be  in c o n s is te n t  w it h  o u r go a l o f  e s s e n t i a l  

eq u iv a le n ce  in  s t r a t e g i c  po we r.

Chairm an AoG Lel lan . Does th e De fen se Departm ent bel ic -y e th e r e  i s  a  "tw o 
p a r ty  e n fo rc e a b le  c o n tr a c t"  be tw ee n th e  Davy an d Grumman A ir c ra f t  f o r  th e  
77 19 7-  a i r c r a f t ?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . The FY 197^ c o n tr a c t  f o r  50 ?- _b  a i r c r a f t  was  

n e g o ti a te d  in  Aug us t 1973  and was su b m it te d  t o  th e  Senate  Armed S e rv ic e s  

Co mm ittee  l a t e r  t h a t  mon th . On Se pt em be r 2b , 1973 th e  c o n tr a c t  docume nt 

was s ig n ed  by  b o th  p a r t i e s  su b je c t to  th e  e x is t i n g  ad va nc e paym ent ag re e

me nt be tw ee n Grumman an d th e  Navy,  th e  en ac tm en t o f  th e  FY 19?b  DoD Ap pro

p r i a t i o n  A u th o r iz a ti o n  Act  and th e  DoD A p p ro p ri a ti o n  Ac t w it h o u t l im i ta 

t io n s  in c o n s is te n t  w it h  th e  c o n tr a c t  te rm s , and l a t e r  m o d if ic a ti o n  o f  th e  

c o n tr a c t  i c  e s ta b l i s h  th e  " e f f e c t iv e  d a te "  th e r e o f .  S e c ti o n  807  o f  th e  

FY 197b DoD A p p ro p ria ti o n s  A u th o riz a ti o n  a c t ,  e n ac te d  in  Nove mber 1973 , 

r e q u ir e d  t h a t  n o t ic e  be  g iv en  to  th e  Congre ss  o f  any  p ro pose d  ad va nc e pay 

men ts  in  excess  o f  $25 m il l io n  to  be  c o l  u nder DoD c o n tr a c t s .  To av o id

my q u e s ti o n  as  to  th e  c o n s tru c t io n  o f  s e c ti o n  837 as  i t  r e l a t e s  t o  t h i s
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c o n t r a c t ,  cn  Ju ne 1 , 197 ^ th e  A c ti n g  S e c re ta ry  o f  th e  Davy n o t i f i e d  th e  

Ch air men  o f  th e  Sen at e an d House  Armed S e rv ic e s  Co mmitt ee s o f  th e  Navy’ s 

i n te n t  t o  in c re a s e  ad va nc e pa ym en ts  to  Grumman f o r  th e  F - lh  pro gra m . U n ti l 

th e  r e q u ir e d  p e r io d  fo ll o w in g  t h i s  n o t i f i c a t io n  t o  C on gr es s has e la p se d , 

th e  c o n tr a c t  p ro v id in g  f o r  su ch  ad va nc e paym en ts w i l l  n o t bec om e e f f e c t i v e .

Ch air ma n 2hC2.el2 .an. What a re  th e  e x a c t am ounts  o f  th e  ad va nc e paym en ts 
t o  be  made and ha s Grumman ag re ed  t o  pa y h ig h e r  i n t e r e s t  n a te s  when
re p ay in g  th e  lo an?  »

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . Advance  pa ym en ts  to  be  made by  th e  Navy a re
w

p r e s e n t ly  e s ti m a te d  to  re ach  $ 9^ .2  m il l io n  in  m id -1 97 5-  T his  f ig u re  i s  

a  p r o je c t io n  an d cou ld  va ry  t o  some d eg re e . A c co rd in g ly , a maximum 

ad va nc e paym en t a u th o r iz a t io n  o f  $10 0 m il li o n  was e s ta b l i s h e d . Grumman 

has ag re ed  to  a f lo a t in g  i n t e r e s t  r a t e  base d  on th e  se m i- an n u al r a t e  e s ta b 

l is h e d  by  th e  T re asu ry  D ep ar tm en t u nder ? . L. 92 -^ 1 . The  i n i t i a l  r a te  w i l l  

be  9 1 /3 5  p e r  en nu n.

Cnairmar. .. o -_ e l_ an . Do yo u b e li e v e  t h a t  Grumman sh o u ld  be  p ay in g  d iv id en d s 
w h il e  th e  U. S.  Government  makes th o s e  ad va nc e paym ent lo an s?

S e c re ta ry  c c h le s in g e r . The e x is t i n g  ad va nc e paym ent poo l ag re em en t p e rm it s  

th e  Grumman C orp o ra ti o n  to  pa y ca sh  d iv id e n d s  up to  505  o f  i t s  c o n so li d a te d  

a f t e r - t a x  e a rn in g s  in  ea ch  y e a r . T h is  p ro v is io n  i s  in  accord an ce w it h  th e  

8 March 1973  Ag ree me nt be tw ee n th e  S e c re ta ry  o f  th e  ila vy  an d th e  p re s id e n t  

o f  Grumman C o rp o ra ti o n .

One o f  th e  pu rp ose s o f  t h a t  Ag reem en t was to  m a in ta in  an d f o s t e r  a 

b a s is  f o r  r e - e n t r y  o f  co mm erci al  c r e d i t .  Such r e -e n t r y  o f  co m m er ci al  c r e d i t  

i s  an  o b je c t iv e  n o t only  o f  th e  D ep ar tm en t o f  Def en se  b u t a ls o  o f  th e

C ongre ss . «

I t  i s  our ju dg men t th a t  th e  a b i l i t y  o f  Grumman C o rp o ra ti o n  t o  co n ti n u e  

paym ent c f  a iv ia e n d s  w i l l  be  lo oked  up on  as  a fa v o ra b le  f a c to r  by  f in a n c ia l  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  th e  n e g o ti a ti o n s  c o v e rin g  re su m pti on  o f  p r iv a te  c r e d i t .

Gn airms .; Z’.u C le ll s n . Do you in te n d  t o  cu e il-.e new ?  -02 en g in e  o r  th e  
7- 10 1 in  sh e 7 -1 -?

S e c re ta ry  £ o2i2.es ir .g a r . The re  a re  no  p la n s  to  re -e n g in e  th e  F - lh .
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Chairman M cC le ll an . E xp la in  th e  r o le  of the lightweight fighter with the

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s ir .g e r . In  th e  ev en t o f  a m aj or c o n f l i c t ,  th e  Navy wou ld

he  ta sk e d  w it h  th e  d e fe n se  o f our sea  l in e s  o f co m m un ic at io n.  In c lu d e d

in  t h i s  e f f o r t  wou ld  be  a re q u ir em en t t c  defe nd  sh ip p in g  a g a in s t  m as se d 

bomber ana cruise missile attacks. The i-li/PltZliX has ce-n designed for

t h a t  r o l e .  In  o th e r  le s s  de ma nd ing s c e n a r io s ,  th e  iia vy  i s  ta s k e d  t o  p ro 

v id e  s t r i k in g  fo rc e s  f o r  co n ti n g en cy  o p e ra t io n s . Thi s has  been  a pr im e 

m is si o n  fo r  th e  c a r r i e r  d u ri n g  th e  l a s t  25 y e a r s .  W hile  F - lh  arm ament  

in c lu d e s  a gun an d s h o r t  ra nge m is s i l e s ,  and  i t s  pe rf orm an ce  in  d o g f ig h ts

i s  h ig h ly  s a t i s f a c t o r y ,  i t s  lo ng  ra n g e  a i l  w eath e r weapo ns sy st em  r e p re s e n ts  

an u n n ecess a ry  c a p a b i l i ty  (a nd  c o s t)  in  co n ti n g en cy  s c e n a r io s . The Navy 

li g h tw e ig h t f i g h t e r  (VFAX) wo uld be  a h ig h ly  c ap ab le  d o g fig h t a i r c r a f t  

as  w e ll  as  a p la tf o rm  f o r  d e li v e r in g  c o n v e n ti o n a l a i r  to  gr ou nd  o rd nance .

Whil e re p la c in g  th e  A-7 as  th e  N avy 's  p ri m ary  l i g h t  a t ta c k  a i r c r a f t  and  

th e  F-U as  a M ar in e f i g h t e r / a t t a c k  a i r c r a f t , i t s  d o g fig h t per fo rm an ce  an d 

we ap on ry  wo uld en ab le  i t  t o  comp lem ent th e  F - lh ,  e s p e c ia l ly  in  th e  co n

ti n g e n c y  o p e ra ti o n  f i g h t e r  r o le .  The  Navy f i g h t e r  pr og ram  i s  b e in g  

s t r u c tu r e d  t o  p ro v id e  s u f f i c i e n t  nu mbers o f  F - lb s  t o  be  re sp o n s iv e  t o  m aj or 

c o n f l i c t  SLOC a i r  d e fe n se  re q u ir e m e n ts , an d th en  f i l l  out th e  c a r r i e r  de ck s

w it h  th e  l e s s e r  c o s t ,  b u t e q u a ll y  e f f e c t i v e  f o r  co n ti n g en cy  o p e ra t io n s ,

VFAX.

.czz izxz warning and control sestz: (awacs)
Ch air man  M cC le ll an . Has th e  AWACS la r g e  s u rv e i l la n c e  ra d a r  be en  t e s t e d  in  
a  heavy  - l e c n r o n i c  coun te rm easu re  en vironm en t'.

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s ia g e r . D uring 19 73 , the AWACS r a d a r  was su b je c te d  to  th e  

m os t pow erf u l a ir b o rn e  jam mi ng  a i r c r a f t  o p e r a t io n a l ly  a v a i la b le  in  th e  

w orl d  — Xd eleted E No d e g rad a ti o n  to  th e  A.WAC3 ra d a r  was  o b se rv ed . D uring 

th e  summer and  f a l l  o f  1 9 7 - , th e  ECM jam ming t e s t s  w i l l  be  i n t e n s i f i e d  bo th

from  a  gr ou nd  an d an  a i r  ECM t h r e a t  s ta n d p o in t u s in g  h eavy , d i f f e r e n t  k in d s  

o f  ECM a i r c r a f t  equ ip m ent,  a n te n n as , a n te n n a  g a in s , jam me r b an d w id th s , po wer
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d e n s i t i e s ,  end. o p e ra ti o n a l t a c t i c s .  Th es e t e s t s  w i l l  be  v e ry  ri g o ro u s  and

^d el et ed )]  The y w i l l  co m pri se  th e  mos t

v ig o ro u s  jam min g "h a rd n ess"  t e s t s  e v e r  conduct ed  a g a in s t  a  s in g le  a ir b o rn e  

command an d c o n tr o l a i r c r a f t .  We f u l ly  expec t th e  ECCi" c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  

th e  AWACS ra d a r  to  be  a b le  to  r e s i s t —w it h o u t d e g ra d a ti o n — t h i s  pow erf u l 

o f fe n s iv e  e le c tr o m ag n e ti c  en vir onm en t o r  to  t e l l  us under w ha t c o n d it io n s  

( i . e . ,  r a n g e s , power d e n s i t i e s ,  e t c . ) ,  th e  sy st em  bec om es degra ded .

^n ai rm ar . ..c -T eaman . W il l a i l  NATO c o u n tr ie s  be  capab le  o f u s in g  an d w i l l in g  
to  co o p era te  • i t h  de ploy m en t o f  th e  AWACS? '• .'i ll  them  b™  i t ?

^- >-t eu ar y S c n a e s in g e r• Alth ou gh  a l l  o f  th e  15 MATO co ’c r .t r ie s  ha ve  be en  

in v i t e d  t o  p a r t i c i p a te  in  th e  NATO AWACS S p e c ia l Ta sk  Groups (STG) a c t i v i t i e s ,  

on ly  ao out se ve n n a ti o n s  a re  a c t i v e ly  in v o lv ed  and u n d e rs ta n d a b ly  th e se  a re  

th e  c o u n tr ie s  mo st in te r e s te d  ir.  d e fe n se  and which  a re  econom ic a ll y  ab le  

t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  th e  p ro je c t  [(deleted)
The i n t e r e s t  o f

th e  re m ain in g  NATO c o u n tr ie s  v a r ie s  from  an  a t t i t u d e  o f "w e’ l l  w a it  and  

se e  wha t k in d  o f  o p e ra ti o n a l re q u ir e m e n t SHAPE appro ves " to  "w e’ r e  ve ry  

i n te r e s t e d  in  i t  fro m a  te c h n ic a l  s ta n d p o in t  and w e 'l l  ha ve  to  d e te rm in e  

how t o  work i t  in to  our d e fe n se  b u d g e t. "  The U .S . p e rso n n e l connec te d  

w it h  th e  p r o je c t  b e li e v e  i t  w i l l  ev o lv e  in to  a common fu nded  f i n a n c ia l  

ar ra ngem en t w it h  ^deleted))

The re m ain in g  c o u n tr ie s  ha ve  MADGE s i t e s  an d wo uld  

be  o b li g e d  to  co ver  w hat ev er  MADGE m o d if ic a ti o n s  were n e c e ssa ry . The t o t a l  

MADGE m o d if ic a ti o n s  are  e s ti m a te d  a t  n o t  more th an  10;* o f  th e  AWACS a c q u is i t io n  

c o s t s . We b e li e v e  th e  Idelatedf

J d e le te d J l ii i  su p p o rt th e  NATO AWACS pr og ra m  i f  th e  SHAPE T ec h n ic a l C en te r 

s tu d ie s  and  Hq SHAPE m i l i ta r y  re q u ir em en t do cu me nts in d ic a te  t h a t  th e  AWACS 

i s  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  an d w i l l  be  a s i g n i f i c a n t  im prov em en t t o  th e  d e fen se  o f 

MATO. In  any e v e n t , AWACS w i l l  ha ve t o  be  s t ro n g ly  su p p o rt e d  by  SHAPE.

The m a tt e r  o f  who w i l l  f l y  i t ,  whe re  i t  w i l l  be  d ep lo y ed , who w i l l  

m a in ta in  i t ,  an d whe re  i t  w i l l  be  b a se d  i s  c u r re n t ly  b e in g  s tu d ie d  by



Hc- ad au ar te rs  SH.AFZ and. w i l ' be  in c lu d e d  in  th e  ChA”F, Co nc ep t o f  O p e ra ti o n s .

The USA? ha s a ls o  de ve lop - a Co nce pt of O pe ra tion s which in clu des 

'Urc pear. -mp lcyment of  th e  USAF AWACS.

Chairman A c C le ll a n . Zf th e  MATO a l l i e s  pu re r.a s-J th e  AW.-OS, w i l l  th ey  be  
char ged  a p ro ra te d  p o r ti o n  o f th e  AWACS re s e a rc h  ar.d De ve lopm en t C o st s?
What p r ic e  do yo u e n v is io n  th ey  w i l l  be  ch a rg e d , and  hp v much w i l l  be  a 
reco up m en t o f r e s e a rc h  and  De ve lopm en t coots ?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . When th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  f i r s t  o f fe re d  th e  AWACS to

MATO in  O ct ober  1973, th e  DoD D ire c t iv e  re g a rd in g  reco up men t o f F.&D c o s ts  

was in  th e  p ro c e ss  o f  b e in g  re v is e d . At t h a t  ti m e  a p o s i t io n  was s t a f f e d  

w it h in  th e  D ep ar tm en t o f  Def en se  an d th e  D ep ar tm en t o f  S ta te  to  charg e

.[ dele te d ,]  Morma lly  th e  d e s ir e d  ap pro ac h f o r

fo re ig n  m i l i ta r y  s a le s  i s  to  a l l o c a t e  a p r o - r a t a  sh a re  o f  n o n - re c u r r in g  c o s ts  

to  ea ch  n a ti o n  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  th e  p u rc h ase  o f  U .S . equip m ent,  b a sed  on 

t o t a l  p ro je c te d  s a l e s .  Ho we ver, a num ber  o f u n iq ue  f a c to r s  a p p li e d  in  th e  

cas e  o f A.?,’ACS w it h  r e s p e c t  t o  MATO and th e s e  f a c to r s  r e s u l te d  in  .c o n sid e ra 

t io n  b e in g  g iv en  to  a  s p e c ia l  m o d if ic a ti o n  o f t h a t  p o l ic y .

The  o b je c t o f  t h i s  " fa v o re d  p o li c y "  was si m ply  t o  p ro v id e  an  in d u ce

me nt f o r  MAZO to  p ro c u re  an  ad m it te d ly  ex p en siv e  a i r  d e fe n se  sy st em  w hi ch  

wo uld e li m in a te  th e  m a jo r i ty  o f  th e  o p e ra t io n a l  d e f ic ie n c ie s  now en co u n te re d  

by  .)ADG_ io le te d fl  F a c to rs  fa v o ra b le  to  th e  U .S . w it h  re s p e c t

t o  a p o t e n t i a l  ..ATC p u rc h ase  o f  AWACS wo uld in c lu d e  th e  f a c t  t h a t  a common 

MATC AWACS sy st em  wo uld  s tr e n g th e n  th e  MAZO a l l i a n c e  and s i g n i f i c a n t l y  ad d 

to  th e  d e te r r e n t  p o s tu re  r e l a t i v e  to  th e  Warsaw F a c t.  Sec ond, a fo rc e  o f

MATO AWACS would  en ha nc e th e  a b i l i t y  o f  Eur op ea n MATC n a ti o n s  to  assume

g r e a te r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  on b e h a lf  o f  t h e i r  own d e fe n se  sh ou ld  d e te r re n c e  

f a i l .  To add  a t r u e  p r o - r a t a  sh a re  o f th e  F&D c o s ts  t o  th e  b a s ic  AWACS 

a c q u i s i t io n  c o s ts  was deemed im p ra c t ic a l  s in c e  i t  wo uld d e s tr o y  a l l  ch an ce

of MATO c o n s id e r in g  t h i s  ex p en s iv e  a c q u i s i t io n .  The U .S . p ro p o sa l was 

ap pro ved  by  b o th  th e  S ta te  an d D ef en se  D ep ar tm en ts  an d was d is se m in a te d  

in  o f f i c i a l  MAZO docu m en ta tion  t o  every  MATO n a ti o n . T h is  p o l ic y  has v i r t u a l l y
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as  p r e s e n t ly  c o n fi g u re d  by  th e  NATO AWACS

th e  R&D an d a d m in is tr a ti v e  su rc h a rg e s  and w it h  

equ ip m en t,  t r a i n e r s ,  an d sp a re s  — to  c o st

id e le te d )]

The

a few e x tr a  m o d if ic a ti o n s  t o  th e  MATO AWACS

e '. im ir .a te l a l l  o th e r p o s s ib le  c o m p e ti to rs  fo r  th e  MATS A ir born e  E a rl y

W arn ing  a i r c r a f t  r o l e ,  excep t p e rh ap s fo r  th e  Na vy’s E-2C w it h  p r ic e s  

base d  on th e  same id e n t i c a l  p r i c in g  fo rm ula .

We e n v is io n  th e  AWACS —

S p e c ia l Tas k Group (STG) w it h  

a l l  th e  Eur op ea n b a se  su p p o rt  

ap p ro x im ate ly

MATO st u d y  gro up  i s  ex am in in g

c o n f ig u ra ti o n , abo ve and be yo nd  th e  U .S . c o n f ig u ra ti o n , wh ich  a re  s t i l l  

b e in g  c o s te d  an d wh ich would  in c re a s e  th e  t o t a l  a c q u is i t io n  c o s t s .  I t  i s  

q u i te  p ro b a b le  th a t  MATO w i l l  tu rn  down t h e i r  a d d it iv e  wan ts  when th e y  se e  

th e  t o t a l  c o s t o f  th e  pr og ram . The se  c o s ts  w i l l  be  p re se n te d  t o  NATO or. 

o r  ab out 16 J u ly  19 7^ . Of c o u rse , an y R&D co nduct ed  to  dev el op a  NATO- 

uniq ue AWACS c o n f ig u ra ti o n  wo uld be  b o rn e  by  MATO as  wo uld o p e ra ti o n s  and

m ai n te nance  c o s t s .

At th e  ti m e th e  O ct ob er  1973 NATO AWACS c o s t e s ti m a te s  were p re se n te d  

to  MATO, th e  USAF p ro d u c ti o n  pr og ram am ounte d to  39 a i r c r a f t  o v e r two 

f i s c a l  y e a rs  — a t o t a l  fo rc e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  ^2 a i r c r a f t , 39 p ro d u c ti o n  

c r a f t  p_ us  o u i i i .  a i r c r a f t .  The MATO A/-ACS bu y'  was  a t  th e  t a i . l  end  

o f  th e  ' a;_- ’ buy " u.-er e iMATO co u ld  ta k e  ad van ta ge e f  th e  le a rn in g

curv e ec on om ie s.  how, as  you know , th e  Ml AT AWACS "b uy " has be en  re duced  

to  31 a i r c r a f t  over th re e  f i s c a l  y e a rs  — a t o t a l  fo rc e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  3-  

a i r c r a f t ,  31 a i r c r a f t  p lu s  3 DT&E a i r c r a f t .  T his  d ec re ase  in  t o t a l  p ro 

d u c ti o n  q u a n ti ty  p lu s  th e  p ro d u c ti o n  " s t r e tc h - o u t "  w i l l  in e v i ta b ly  

in c re a s e  th e  MATO AWACS p ro d u c ti o n  u n i t  c o s ts  u e s n i te  th e  MATO a d d i t iv e s .

,- .„ e_ _an . In  vi ew  o f  th e  im p o rt an ce  b e in g  a ss ig n e d  to  th e  AWACS 
ou ■ c , . r . i  c o n tr o l  sy st em , wh at  wou ld  be  th e  e f f e c t  on our a b i l i t y
- i 6 r. . o._ r_n ; a w ar,  i f  one o r more were sh o t down? Mow many co u ld  we 

a f fo rd  to  _o se  o e fo re  s e r io u s  d e g ra d a ti o n  in  com bat  c a p a b i l i ty  o ccu rr ed ?

S e c re ta ry  S c n le s m g e r . The im pa ct  upon  o u r com bat  c a p a b i l i ty  o f  th e  lo s s  

oo an A/.AvS in  a ..ATO c o n f l i c t  de pe nd s up on  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  s i t u a t i o n  a t  th e
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-im a o f  -..he l e s s .  Ho we ve r, an y d e g ra d a ti o n  in  semea t c a p a b i l i ty  w i l l  o n ly

be  s u s ta in e d  u n t i l  a n o th e r  AWACS co uld,  be  la u n ch ed  to  ass um e th e  s t a t i o n  o f

th e  d e s tr o y ed  a i r c r a f t .  And i f  mo re th a n  one  AWACS i s  on s t a t i o n  th e  o r b i t s ’

o f  th e  su rv iv in g  AWACS wo uld be s h i f t e d  to  cover th e  t h r e a t s .

I f  th e  lo s s  o f  an AWACS o ccurs  w h il e  NATO i s  under a i r  a t ta c k  th e n  th e

amoun t o f  d e g ra d a ti o n  in  com bat  c a p a b i l i ty  d u ri n g  t h a t  a tt a c k  w i l l  be  sm a ll  

b ecause  mos t o f  th e  a t t a c k e r s  wou ld  be  en ga ge d by cu r in te r c e p to r s  by  th e  

tim e a f i g h te r  has p e n e tr a te d  to  th e  AWACS p o s i t io n  and sh o t i t  down. On 

th e  o th e r  han d, th e  lo s s  o f  an AWACS d u ri n g  a NATO a tt a c k  on P ac t fo rc e s  

co u ld  d e p ri v e  our fo rc e s  o f a un iq ue w ar nin g c a p a b i l i ty  a t  a p o t e n t i a l l y  

c r i t i c a l  ti m e . Ho we ve r, su ch  a s c e n a r io  im p li e s  t h a t  a sm all  fo rc e  o f  

f i g h te r s  a tt a c k s  AWACS, an d t h i s  sm a ll  fo rc e  wo uld be  e a s i l y  i d e n t i f i e d  

and en ga ge d.  Thus  th e  p r o b a b i l i ty  o f  th e  enemy com ple ti ng  su ch  an  a t t a c k

i s  low.

The numb er o f  AWACS we could  a f fo rd  t o  lo s e  w it h o u t s e r io u s ly  d eg ra d in g  

our comb at c a p a b i l i ty  de pen ds on th e  numb er o f  AWACS a v a i l a b le .  I f  ea ch  

AWACS ca n s ta y  on s t a t i o n  12 h ours  th en  th r e e  a i r c r a f t  a re  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  

m a in ta in  2 l  hou r cover ag e f o r  a li m it e d  p e r io d  o f  t i n e .  A de pl oy m en t o f  

6 a i r c r a f t  p e r s t a t i o n ,  f o r  ex am ple , wo uld  mean th a t  we cou ld  s u s ta in  th e  

lo s s  o f  one—h a l f  ou r AWACS fo rc e  w it h o u t d e g ra d a ti o n  o f  o u r com bat  c a p a b i l i ty

Cha irm an  "Z cC le llaa . Do yo u in te n d  to  ch an ge  th e  c o n f ig u ra ti o n  o f  t h i s  
a i r c r a f t  a f t e r  a p ro d u c ti o n  d e c is io n  i s  made?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . The c u r re n t ly  ap pr oved  AWACS pr og ra m  p ro v id es  

f o r  th r e e  s e p a ra te  p ro d u c ti o n  b lo c k s— or i t e r a t i v e  im pr ov em en ts .

B lo ck  I  d i f f e r  s l i g h t l y  from  Blo ck  I I ,  an d Blo ck  I I  w i l l  d i f f e r

s l i g h t l y  from  Bl oc k I I I .  The o b je c t  o f  t h i s  p la n  i s  to  p ro v id e  an 

o p p o r tu n it y  f o r  pr og ram  gr ow th  w hic h i s  c a r e f u l ly  tu n ed  t o  th e  e v o lv in g  ' 

t h r e a t  an d th e  more  de ma nd ing  need s o f  an  AWACS in  th e  G enera l Purp ose  

F o rc e s . O b v io usl y , th e re  may be  s p e c ia l  ch an ge s t o  th e  Blo ck  I I I  

p ro d u c ti o n  c o n f ig u ra ti o n  t h a t  a re  s p e c ia l ly  d esi g n ed  f o r  th e  NATO 

AWACS. The o b je c ti v e  i s  to  p ro v id e  a  c a re fu l  b a la n c e  be tw ee n th e  most



optim um—yes m is si on  e s s e n t i a l— a i r c r a f t  c o n f ig u ra ti o n  w it h in  a p ra c 

t i c a l  de ve lo pm en t and p ro d u c ti o n  s c h e d u le , and an a i r c r a f t  w it h  s u f

f i c i e n t  gr ow th  p o te n t i a l  to  p e rm it  ch an ge s as  o p e ra t io n a l  e x p e rie n c e  

i s  devel oped  an d ch an ge s a re  w a rra n te d . Such ch an ge s mus t be  k e p t to  

a  minimum to  avo id  r e t r o f i t  c o s ts  an d sp a re s  o b so le scen ce .

S en a to r Young. l! r.  S e c re ta ry , th e  new s med ia  ha s w r i t te n  s t o r i e s  th e  p a s t 
->w mon ies  co ncern in g  an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th e  st a te m en t t h a t  yo u made to  
th e  e f f e c t  t h a t  fu nd s we re in c lu d e d  in  th e  D ef en se  budget  to  s t im u la te  th e  
econom y. _r .is  p o in t ha s a ls o  be er , made cy Mr. Pau l Ma rnk e when  he  ap pea re d 
b e fo re  t h i s  su bco m m it te e.  P le ase  comment on t h i s  p o in t  and in d ic a te  where  
su ch  r e d u c t io n s , i f  an y, ca n be  accom pli sh ed .

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . S en a to r Yo ung, t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  s ta te m en t about 

in c lu d in g  fu n  us to  s ti m u la te  th e  econom y gre w ou t o f  a s im il e  m is in te r p r e -  

t a s i c n  c f  my te s ti m o n y  b e fo re  th e  Ho use -.' c' cr co ri a. tic r. s Com mitt ee - 1 v**3 

d is c u s s in g  o u t la y s ,  and th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  p ri m ary  c o n tr o l  in  th e  E xec u ti ve  

Branc h i s  ir.  te rm s o f  o u t la y s . I  s a i d  t h a t  we were p re p a re d  t o  re q u e s t  a 

pr og ra m  in v o lv in g  ab out $85 b i l l i o n  i n  FY 1975 o u t la y s , v e ry  n e a r ly  th e  

same amount  as  u l t im a te ly  appea re d  in  th e  FY 1975  b u d g e t.  Mr. W ar nke' s 

g ro up , e rro n e o u s ly , to ok th a t  $85  b i l l i o n  to  be  a TOA f ig u r e .  Th ey  comp are d 

t h a t  f ig u re  to  th e  TOA in  th e  FY 1975  b u d g e t,  and co ncl uded  t h a t  some $6 

b i l l i o n  mu st ha ve  be en  ad ded to  o u r r e q u e s t ,  l a t e  in  th e  gam e. T h is  i s  an 

a p p le s—a ru -o ra n g e s  k in d  o f  m is ta k e . I t ’s as  s im il e  as  t h a t .

S e n a to r You ng.  Mr. Warnko s ta te d  b e fo re  t h i s  su bc om m it te e th a t  $1>. b i l l i o n  
co uld  be  cu s fro m th e  Defen se  budget b u t when  q u e s ti o n e d  concern in g  t h i s  l a r  
r e d u c ti o n  he  s t a te d  t h a t  a Def en se  budget o f  app ro x im ate ly  $3? b i l l i o n  would  
m a in ta in  ue oe ns e a t th e  FY 197 +̂ l e v e l .  I s  yo u agre e  or  d is a g re e  w it h  t h i s  
p o s i t io n  c f  Mr. Warn ke’s?

.s e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . I  d i s a g re e , S e n a to r  Young.

F i r s t ,  l e t ' s  c o n s id e r  th e  si m ple  a r i th m e t ic  c f  th e  s i t u a t i o n .  Our

t o t - 1  e s ti m a te  f o r  FY 19” 5 — th e  re q u e s ts  we ha ve  su b m it te d , p lu s  th e  

e s ti m a te s  fo r  pa y r a i s e s  to  ta k e  e f f e c t  i n  th e  fu tu re  — i s  $92.6  b i l l i o n  

in  TOA. I f  yo u deduct  $ lh  b i l l i o n  from  t h a t ,  yo u g e t $73.6  b i l l i o n  — t h a th  

a lo ng way fro m th e  $87 b i l l i o n  t h a t  t h i s  gro up  i s  su ppose d ly  ad v o ca ti n g .
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In  s h o r t ,  yo u si m p ly  c a n 't  match  a $ lh  b i l l i o n  c u t w it : 

th e y  a re  t r y in g  t o  do .

Se co nd , an $87 b i l l i o n  pr og ram  f o r  FY 197 5 si m pl y 

th e  FY 19 71* l e v e l  o f  buyin g po we r. We re q u e s te d  $37. 1 

FY 19 7^ . The Warnke  gr ou p q u e s ti o n s  $ 2 .1  b i l l i o n  o f t ;  

it e m , so  l e t ' s  s e t  t h a t  a s id e . And o ur FY 197^  amoun t 

$2.2  b i l l i o n  amoun t f o r  a id  to  I s r a e l .  L e t 's  s e t  th an  

rem a in d e r,  S en a to r Young — $82. 8 b i l l i o n  — has no t be 

an y way. T h a t 's  th e  am ount a c tu a l ly  ap pr oved  by  th e  Cc 

p lu s  on ly  th e  am ou nts n e c e ssa ry  to  cover th e  pa y r a te s  

w e 'r e  a c tu a l ly  e x p e r ie n c in g . In  s h o r t ,  i f  yo u g ra n t  e*. 

gro up  i s  ma kin g — an d do  th e  a r it h m e t ic  r i g h t  — th e  j 

$ 8 2 .8  b i l l i o n .

How t h i s  gr ou p s t a t e s  t h a t  we cou ld  p ro v id e  th e  s; 

FY 1975 fo r  $87 b i l l i o n .  T h a t 's  $h .2  b i l l i o n  m or e,  o r 

th e  FY 197^ le v e l  t h e y 'r e  u s in g . I  d o n 't  know wh ere  t :

in fo rm a ti o n  on i n f l a t i o n ,  S e n a to r . T h e re 's  si m ply  no  1

an  i n f l a t i o n  r  -me t h a t  1-. I f  th ey  use d a r e a l i s t i c  :

even  gra m s' ng  a l l  th e  o th e r  ad ju s tm en ts  th e y 'v e  made i:  

t h e i r  FY I9 ” 5 f ig u re  w o u ld n 't  be  much d i f f e r e n t  th an  wi

S e n a to r 7.rung . You arc  aw are th a t  th e  S enate  r e c e n t ly  
c e i l in g  cr . sh e FY I? ?' - e x p e n d it u re s . I  re ad  in  th e  nec 
i lr . R ush , she  new Dom es tic  A d v is o r to  th e  P re s id e n t ,  s 
omy wa s c o n ti n u in g  to  grow an d t h a t  th e  e x p en d it u re  ce: 
be  l im i te d  to  $300  b i l l i o n  v ic e  $305 b i l l i o n ,  Wha t, i  
su ch  a  re d u c ti o n  ha ve  cn  th e  D ef en se  budget ?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . The s h o r t  an sw er , S e n a to r , i s

Th ese f ig u r m  neve  r o t  been  d is c u s s e d  in  s p e c if i c  term;

a g e n c ie s , a t  l e a s t  n o t w it h  D efe nse . I b e li e v e  t h a t  !-h

h i s  vi ew  o f  th e  a p p ro p ria te  l e v e l  o f  F ed e ra l sp end in g  2

c o n d it io n s  as  he  fo re sa w  them  a t  th e  ti m e , ’-'any fa c to :

c o n s id e re d  in  connec ti on  w it h  a  ch an ge  in  o u tl a y s  fro m

wh at t h i s  gro up  sa ys

w o u ld n 't  m a in ta in

b i l l i o n  in  TOA f o r

.a t — th e  re a d in e s s

in c lu d e s  a o n e-t im e

asid e , to o . The

:en q u esti o n ed  in  

sn gre ss  l a s t  f a l l ,  

and p r ic e  le v e ls  

.*ery p o in t t h a t  t h i s  

r Y 197 ^ pr og ram  i s

use buyin g powe r in  

ab ou t 5!? m ore , th an  

s is  gr ou p g e ts  i t s

o a s is  fo r  p r o je c t in g

i n f l a t io n  r a t e  —

1 th e  f ig u re s  —

m t w e' ve re q u e s te d .

v o te d  a $295 b i l l i o n
-esp ay er  r e c e n t ly  th a t  
sa te d  th a t  th e  eco n- 
i l i n g  co u ld  p o ss ib ly  
? any , im pa ct  wo uld

ch at  I  d o n 't  know.

- w it h  s p e c i f i c

r.  Rush was p re s e n ti n g

r e la t i v e  to  econ om ic  •

rs wou ld  ha ve  to  be

l a s t  F e b ru a ry 's

e s t im a te , r c e s e  in c lu d e  C o n g re ss io n a l en ac tm en t o r  nonen ac tm en t o f  l e g i s -
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l a t i v e  p ro p o s a ls ; C o n g re ss io n a l a c t io n s  on th e  a p p ro p r ia ti o n  r e q u e s ts ;  

ch an ge s in  su ch  a re a s as  o i l  r e c e ip t s  and comm odi ty t r a n s a c t i o n s ;  and. th e  

c o n ti n u in g  re vie w  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  OMB — to  name th e  m aj or o n e s . The th in k 

in g  on  a l l  th e s e  m a tt e rs  h a s n 't  p ro g re s se d  t o  th e  s ta g e  o f  a l l o c a t in g  

s p e c i f i c  am ounts  fo r  s p e c i f i c  a g e n c ie s .

S e n a to r .c u r g . The Army end th e  Navy a t  d i f f e r e n t  ti m es ha ve  re q u es te d  
a d d i t io n a l  fu nd s f o r  r e c r u i t in g  u n d e r th e  a l l - v o lu n te e r  fo rc e  conce p t 
an d fro m th e  l a t e s t  r e p o r ts  I  ha ve  se en  appea r to  be  m ee ting  t h e i r  
o b je c t iv e s .  a am su re  th e  A ir  F orc e  in c re a s e d  t h e i r  r e c r u i t i n g  e f f o r t s  
b u t a p p a re n tl y  d id  n o t ha ve th e  re q u ir em en t oo i n i t i a t e  in c re a s e d  p ro 
gra ms  to  th e  e x te n t t h a t  th e  Army ana Navy d id .

-V conce rn  now i s  th e  pr oble m  th e  Mar ine Co rps i s  e x p e rie n c in g  in
t h e i r  r e c r u i t i n g .

Do yo u b e li e v e  t h a t  th e  M ar in e Co rps ca n a t t a i n  i t s  r e c r u i t i n g  
o b je c t iv e s  i f  p ro v id ed  p ro p o r t io n a te ly  in c re a s e d  fu nd in g  s im i la r  t o  th e  
Army and Ziavy?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . The m aj or re a so n  th e  Mar ine Co rps f a i l e d  t o  meet 

i t s  r e c r u i t i n g  o b je c ti v e  in  F is c a l  Y ea r 197 -̂ was th e  C o n g re ss io n a l 

l im i ta t io n  on th e  re c ru it m e n t o f  h ig h  sc h o o l non—g ra d u a te s . Un der t h i s  

l im i ta t io n  th e  M ar ine Corps  was re q u ir e d  to  l im i t  n o n -g ra d u a te s  to  

o f  i t s  t o t a l  a c c e s s io n s . The r e s u l t  was  a 7 ,0 00 s t re n g th  s h o r t f a l l .

Under tn e  - im i t a t i o n  th e  Mar ine Co rps wou ld  ha ve  nee ded  to  r e c r u i t  

about -, p 0 0  a d d i t io n a l  h ig h  sc h o o l g ra d u a te s  — an in c re a s e  o f  about 

18£ fro m th e  25 ,0 00 male h ig h  sch o o l g ra d u a te s  a c tu a l ly  e n l i s t e d  in  

FY 1 9 7 i.

In c re a se d  r e c r u i t i n g  and a d v e r t is in g  fu nds wo uld ha ve  h e lp e d  th e  

Mar ine Co rps r e c r u i t  more h ig h sc h o o l g ra d u a te s  in  FY 19 7h . The M ar ine 

Co rps as ked  th e  Con gr es s fo r  a u th o r i ty  to  re pro gra m  fu nd s f o r  p a id  

a d v e r t is in g  b u t a p p ro v a l was re c e iv e d  to o  l a t e  to  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  o f f s e t  

FY 1?7- r e c r u i t i n g .  The Ma rine Co rps ha d p re v io u s ly  r e l i e d  on f re e

p u b li c  s e rv ic e  a d v e r t is in g .
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Zhe M ar ine Car ps  in te n d s  to  in c re a s e  i t s  a d v e r t is in g  pr og ra m  in  

FY 1975 oy u se  o f  p a id  med ia  a d v e r t is in g .  .-.id’i t i o n t i  fu nd s fo r  

M ar ine Corps  a d v e r t is in g  a re  a ls o  under c o n s id e ra ti o n  f o r  FY 19 76 . 

V h il e  th e s e  a d d i t io n a l  e f f o r t s  w i l l  in c re a s e  th e  numb er o f  h ig h  sc h o o l 

g ra d u ate  e n l i s t e e s ,  th e  con ti n u an ce  o f  th e  C o n g re ss io n a l l im i ta t io n  on 

th e  tr o o o r ti o n  o f  n o n -g ra d u a te  e n l i s t e e s  w i l l  make tn = Marine C orp s'  

r e c r u i t i n g  ta sk , d i f f i c u l t .

37 -1 9 9  0  -  74  -  10



144

COPY OF WAR NK E REPORT

Chairm an McClellan. I do anticipate , as I indicated to you, Mr. 
Secretary,  before we began, tha t possibly we will not be able to con
clude today and it may take  another morning of hearings before we 
can complete our inquiry.

Very well, Mr. Secretary, you may proced with any opening state
ment tha t you wish to make.

Senator Case. May I ask a question ? Did your letters include the 
repor t to which the Secretary is going to address himself ?

Chairman McClellan. Yes; I made special reference to the  Secre
tary  about the Warnke report.

Senator  Case. I wondered if it might be well to put tha t into the 
record.

Chairman McClellan. The report  was placed in the record when 
Mr. Warnke testified.

INT RODUCTION  OF ASSOCIATES

Chairman McClellan. Very well, Mr. Secretary, you may proceed.
Secretary Sciilesinger. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman,  to my right is Malcolm Currie, the Director of De

fense Research and Engineering, and beyond him is Terrence McClary, 
the Comptro ller of the Department of Defense, and on my lef t is Mr. 
Roger Shields of the International Economic Affairs start', and to my 
far  left is Mr. Jack  Maury, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Legis
lative Affairs.

Mr. Chairman, I have no prepared statement. I am prepared to be 
responsive to the questions that are raised by the members of the  com
mittee. I have not paid close at tention to this par ticu lar report for a 
variety  of  reasons, but I am prepared to respond to the committee.

VIEW S ON REPORT

I will make a few general observations about the report.
I believe tha t it is a political document—that is. a political presup

position tha t the Defense budget must be cut for domestic reasons— 
and that it reflects a scurrying around to find evidence, some true, some 
false, to support tha t political presupposition.

It is consistent with the political views of the people who have been 
involved in the signing of the  report . It is consistent with a position 
for the United States which I consider to be invalid, namely, that  the 
United  States should cease to be the principal bulwark for the main
tenance of a worldwide milit ary balance.

The report might be charactedized as “Come Home America—Re
visited.” It is. in my judgment, a syllabus of errors, misconceptions, 
and inconsistencies, winch I should be prepared to develop at what
ever length the committee desires.

Let me just dwell on two matters  at this stage. First, the report 
does not deal with the changes in the ILS. military establishment in 
the period since 1964. I quote the report, “The world has changed 
much in the last decade, but the conventional forces of the United  
States have changed litt le.”

Chairman McClellan. What page?
Secretary Sciilesinger . Page 14. Mr. Chairman.
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Senator Symington. Page 14 of what ?
Chairman McClellan. Of the “Mil itary  Policy and Budget Pri 

orities” report.
Secretary Schlesinger  [reading]  :
The world has changed much in the last  decade, but  the  convent ional forces 

of t he United Sta tes have changed li ttle.
It  infers th at we are spending virtually as much on general purpose 

forces in 1975 as we spent in 1964 to mainta in a strikingly similar 
force structure, tha t the peacetime force structure is quanti tative ly 
somewhat smaller and qualitat ively somewhat more powerful than 
in 1964.

„ These views are par tial ly correct. I t is true tha t the force structure
is quantitatively smaller and qualitatively more powerful than  i t was 
in 1964, as the report indicates. However, the force structu re has 
shrunk dramat ically and is not strikingly  simila r to what existed in

• 1964. The conventional forces of the  United States  have changed sub
stant ially  rather tha n slightly, as stated in the report.

The Army in th is period of time has shrunk from I6V3 divisions to 
13 divisions. The Navy has shrunk from approximately 900 vessels 
to 520 vessels.

These are all reflected in changes in the real value of the Defense 
budget, which has shrunk from approximately  8.5 percent of the GXP 
to less than 6 percent in the GXP at the present time. It is reflected 
in the decline in mili tary  manpower for the Department of Defense 
from approximately 2.7 million in 1964, which was the prewar  level, 
to approximately 2.1 million today. The level of manpower at  the pres
ent time is the lowest it has been since before Korea and it continues 
to shrink.

Xow, these are substantial changes. They are changes tha t have been 
brought about by this administration . There are those who challenge 
the changes but basically we think  tha t the shrinkage in manpower 
and force structure has been justified by certa in changes on the world 
scene, and they are substantial, changes, too. To disregard these 
changes strikes me as not consistent with the realities as we under
stand them.

Throughout the 1960’s, Secretary7 McXamara, who laid great stress 
upon the  need for the maintenance of conventional capabilit ies, main
tained 16i£ divisions, which was expanded substantially  durin g the

• Vietnam war buildup. This force structure was based upon the premise 
tha t the United  States should be able to fight “2i/£ wars” simultane
ously. We did not have the  capabil ity to fight those 2 ^  wars, but th at 
was the underlying  premise.

“ In 1969, the premise was changed to the ability to fight iy 2 wars and
there was the adjustment of the force structure to which I have 
referred.

But the maintenance of I6I/3 divisions in the Army was due to Sec
reta ry McXamara’s concept of the  minimal streng th required in tha t 
period. It was not. as the report suggests, related simply to an ear lier 
Berlin buildup.

Xow, beyond that question. Mr. Chairman, I would like to relate 
this matte r to a closely associated issue. The report compares the U.S. 
milit ary capabilities in the year 1974 with its milit ary capabiliti es i»
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the year 1964 as if the problem of developing a milit ary force stru c
ture  is, for the United States  in 1974, to see how well it would do 
agains t its force structure 10 years earlier. Tha t is not the problem 
and tha t is not the way we design a force st ructure.

It  is true that there have been substantial qualita tive improvements 
in the force structure  in this  intervening  decade, although the force 
struc ture has shrunk substantially. Because of these qualitative 
changes, I  think this is notable particular ly in the case of tactical air, 
we have more powerful capabiliti es than we did  a  decade ago.

Mr. Chairman, the im portant point fo r me to stress, however, is tha t 
the U.S. force struc ture must be reviewed today not in terms of how 
it would fare in dealing with a force st ructure of a decade ago, but 
rather how it would fare agains t the current  and future military  chal
lenges in view of the onsweep of technology. I t is immateria l whether, 
indeed, the U.S. forces of today could deal with the Confederate forces 
at the Battle  of Gettysburg or British forces at Bunker Hill. The 
question is how well do they meet the needs of the current interna
tional milit ary environment. There is no discussion in this  report of 
the very significant changes in the external mi litary  capabilities which 
we attempt  to balance as par t of our efforts to mainta in an appro
priate worldwide military balance.

This is frequently referred  to  as the threat environment. The threa t 
environment is a phrase I pref er to avoid, but we must recognize tha t 
we are balancing capabilities tha t are external to the United States.

As I mentioned to the Armed Services Committee some months 
ago, as we look at the world today the re are only two nations th at have 
preeminent milita ry capabilities. We are not designing and spending 
the taxpayers’ money on forces because of the milita ry capabilities 
supported by Chad or Nicaragua. We must recognize in ta lking about 
milita ry power tha t the other nation which possesses a preeminent 
military capability is the Soviet Union and tha t in the last decade 
its capabi lity has improved substantially. In contrast to the shrinkage 
of manpower which I  refer to in the case of the  United States, from 
2.7 million to 2.1 million. Soviet manpower has expanded from just 
over 3 million to 3.8 million men approximately.

Their military budgets, in real terms, have been expanded at a 
steady pace of approximately 3 percent per annum, making allowance 
for inflation. The Soviet Union has qualitatively and quanti tatively  
improved its force. So. Mr. Chairm an. I would suggest th at we must 
compare the milita ry power of the United States  today in relation to 
our commitments and objectives and to the external capabilities that  
exist today, rather  than comparing the military power of the United 
States today with its power of a decade ago—a decade in which our 
forces have improved qualitat ively and shrunk quantitatively,

Air. Chairman, I think that  these are the major points to keep in 
mind. There are many other issues t ha t I can discuss, but I would 
prefer to discuss them in response to questions. I am sure tha t the 
members of the committee would pr efer such an exchange ra the r than 
for me to go on for another 25 or 30 minutes, but that  is up to you, 
Mr. Chairman.

Chairman McClellan. All right. Does that  conclude your  opening 
statement ?
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Secretary Schlesinger. I  think  so, Mr. Chairman. I  wish to stress 
tha t the comparison between 1974 and 1964 in the report is a com
parison of how the U.S. military today would compare with the U.S. 
military of 10 years ago. It  is not the basis, in my judgment, for 
forming a military structure for the United States in the year 1974.

That military  struc ture should be based on the commitments and 
objectives of the United States  and a determination of the forces 
which are necessary to fulfill those commitments in relation to the 
external  forces tha t are arrayed around the world.

There is one other point I might mention, Mr. Chairman. This 
report distorts or significantly distorts the question of the Defense 
budget. It takes dollars from fiscal year  1974 and adds them gra tui
tously to fiscal year 1975. I t adds elements to the so-called defense 
function which do not belong in that defense function.

It  suggests what I regard as a canard; namely, tha t the military 
budget has been drawn up on the basis of provid ing economic stimulus 
and it distor ts the issues which went into the formulation of the  1975 
budget.

In addition  to  that, it raises questions about the difference between 
1974 and 1975 in a way that suggests that  the growth in the Defense 
budget is far  larger than it ac tually  is.

Mr. Chairman. I believe tha t members of  this committee are fully 
fami liar with the fact tha t this  budget cannot have increased in the 
way th is report suggests. Manpower continues to be our most expen
sive item. It encompasses something like 55 percent of the budget th is 
year and 56 percent of the budget last year, and manpower continues 
to shrink. Our largest  cost item will be smaller in 1975 tha t it is in 1974.

The report includes, Mr. Chairman, the expenditures of  the Atomic 
Energy Commission which grow on the order of $700 million be
tween 1974 and 1975. That  growth in expenditures, as you know, Mr. 
Chairman, is related to the civilian applications programs of the ILS. 
Government. It  has not related to the milita ry programs of the De
partment of Defense. Adding  in $700 million for tha t kind of thing 
distorts the change in defense expenditures.

Now I would be delighted to go into detail with regard to these 
changes. This detail, however, is available to the committee if it so 
desires.

Mr. Chairman, let me stop there and provide the members of the 
committee with the o pportunity  to raise any questions tha t they may 
desire to ask.

Chairm an McClellan. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. May 
I suggest to the members of the committee and to the Secretary tha t 
we proceed by taking th is document, the Milita ry Policy and Budget 
Prio rities report, and proceed wi th each item chronologically and give 
the Secretary the opportun ity to discuss it. The first item involves the 
question of whether the fiscal vear 1975 military budget includes money 
primarily  for the purpose of beefing up the economy, ra ther than  for 
strict ly mili tary  purposes.

I think  that  is possibly the initia l subject we would like to discuss 
this morning, but before doing so, I would like to ask if any of my 
colleagues wish to make any comment or have any question on the 
general statements  the Secretary had  made. If  not, we will go into
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these items chronologically and give each member a full opportuni ty for exploration.
Senator F ong. One question.
Chairman McClellan. Yes.
Senator Fong. Mr. Secretary, if you follow the recommendation 

made by the former Assistant  Secretary of Defense Warlike to cut 
$14.9 billion from your budget, where will you find yourself?

Secretary Schlesinger. 1 would find the Department with its mod
ernization program substan tially curtailed , with the ability to main
tain a strategic balance with the Soviet Union inhibited, to say the 
least. I would find tha t the United States had substantia lly reduced 
its ability to fulfill its present worldwide mission, a decision of course 
tha t is up to the Congress and the President, but a decision tha t should 
be taken directly with regard  to what are the commitments of the 
United States and what are its objectives, rather than indirectly 
throu gh the suggestion tha t somehow these reductions can occur 
without a change in the  role that the United S tates plays in the world.

Let me cite, in tha t connection, Senator  Fong, the proposal to 
eliminate or virtual ly el iminate all of our  forces deployed in the western Pacific, other than the 7th Fleet.

As the response to the chairman indicated, we have substantia lly 
reduced our forces since I960 in the western Pacific. We are now some
thin g on the order of 40,000 or 50,000 men lower than we were prior  
to the onset of the Vietnam war. We have further reductions in the western Pacific in planning.

But the proposal in this report is to eliminate most of our forces 
in Thailand, Taiwan, the Philippines , J apan, and Korea, an elimina
tion of approximate ly 125,000 men deployed overseas. This would have major political impact.

Mr. W arnke, in his testimony before this committee, and this is not 
included in the report but in his testimony before the committee, stated 
that lie felt that it would be highly undesirable for the Japanese to 
rearm in a serious way. And he also thought it was very important 
for the Japanese to remain allied to the United States and not to tu rn 
neutral. I submit that  the impact of a massive withdrawal of U.S. 
forces from the western Pacific would be such as to make unattainable 
those commitments and objectives which Mr. Warlike endorses. The 
precipi tant removal of our remaining 38,000 men from Korea and the 
removal of all of our forces from Japan as well as Taiwan, Thailand, 
and the Philippines, cannot but give the Japanese the impression that 
the United States is abandoning the western Pacific. It would inevita
bly br ing about a reor ientation in the attitudes of the Japanese, which 
Mr. Warlike said was extremely important.

I think that  it would have devastating effects in Korea with regard 
to the perception of the interest that the United States continues to 
take in the stabil ity o ’ that part of the world, northeast Asia.

Now we have substantially reduced our forces in the western Pacific 
and, as T indicated. I think that  fur ther  reductions may come, will 
come. But T think that these reductions, as they come, must be gradual  
and not done in such a precipitous way that it raise questions about the 
role that the United States  will play in the western Pacific. So, Senator  
Fong, I  would say tha t in terms o f our deployment and force structure 
and our ability to carry out the current commitments of the United
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States, a $14 billion reduction would be devastat ing, and in the area 
of modernization, it would be, as I  indicated, inhibiting.

Senator Fong. You  fear then this would be turning your back on 
Asia and the western Pacific?

Secretary S ciilesinger . Yes, sir; there is no question about that . Mr. 
Warnke suggests tha t we retain the Seventh Fleet in the area. I am 
not sure that  the facilities  for the retention of the Seventh Fleet in the 
area would remain available and in any event the confidence that would 
be placed in the Seventh Fleet afte r precipitous withdrawal of U.S. 
land-based and ground forces would be decidedly shrunken.

Senator Fong. TTow  much influence will we then  have in the Pacific 
and Asia with that k ind of withdrawal ?

Secretary Sciilesinger. That is a question, of course, to which the 
Secretary of State could give a better informed opinion but, in my 
judgment, our influence would shrink perhaps to the vanishing point.

Chairman McClellan. Are there any other Senators that  want to 
ask questions before we proceed ?

Very well. Mr. Secretary, I would like to call your attention to page 
5 of the budget prior ities  pamphlet and I quote from it and then I  will 
ask you to comment with regard to these statements in the report. 
Beginning near the top of the page. T quote-----

Senator  Fong. We don’t have the numbers on these pages.
Chairman McClellan. Page 5. [Read ing;]
The adm inis trat ion  juggles its  figures to seek to give the impression that  the 

proposed increase over last  year is only large enough to cover pay and price 
increases, about $5 billion, bu t the  tru th is that  if all the  requests that  a re  really 
pa rt  of the  fiscal 1975 program are  counted, the actu al increase is about $13 
billion.

Then it says this proposal comes at a time when the administration  
is freezing budgets and impounding funds appropriated  bv Congress 
for v ital domestic programs.

Now, I wish you would give us the cold facts regarding  the charge 
that  von are juggl ing figures to conceal an increase of about $8 billion 
in this budget. Tha t is the substance of the charge, and if you can 
explain or give us the facts to refute Mr. Warnke’s s tatement let us 
have it fo r the record now.

Secretary Sciilesinger . Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. Let me state tha t 
the report talks not about an $8 billion increase. It  states tha t the actual 
increase is about $13 billion.

Chairman McClellan. No, what I am ta lking about, is not the $5 
billion increase tha t they acknowledge you maybe have a basis for. 
What I am refer ring to is the $8 billion tha t is not really being ac
counted for or we are not g etting the fac ts about it.

Secretary Sciilesinger . No, Mr. Chairman, I previously indicated 
tha t the comparison is as between what was enacted by Congress and 
the adminis tration request as interpre ted by the report. This interpre
tation I would sta te to be a distortion , and that is the kindest word 
tha t I  can use.

If  there is an assertion about juggl ing I would suggest that  the  use 
of “juggling” be scrutinized in relation to this  report.

May I have tha t chart, please ?
Chairman McClellan. Now . first, Mr. Secretary, as you consider 

and discuss this p artic ular  chart,  I  th ink I may as well a dd this ques-
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tion, and you can cover both subjects. This report  in the next sentence 
sta tes :

More over,  the Sec re ta ry  of  D ef en se  has  ad m it te d th a t hi s re ques t fo r na tion al  
de fens e ne ed s would  ha ve  been m or e th an  .$(> bil lio n lower  ha d he  not been en- 
< ou ia ge d to includ e fu nd s in th e ho pe  th a t mo re  m il it ary  hu vi ng  mig ht  st av e 
off a rec essio n.

Now. you have the combination of the two questions, which I think 
may be necessary for you to discuss in order to get the full answer to 
the first question.

Secretary Schlesinger . T am delighted to do so. Mr. Chairman.
The 1974 and 1975 budgets are presented for this committee.on the 

display to your right. In the submission of the 1974 budget in January  
1973 we had this situation.

Chairman McClellan. Let tha t chart be inserted in the record and 
be identified by number.

[The chart follows:]
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ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION

Ch air man  McClellan . All rig ht , proceed.
Secre tary Sciilesinger . The ad min ist ra tio n sent  u p a figure  of $85 bil lion which, at that  tim e, incl uded $3,4 bill ion  fo r an tic ipa ted  pay increases.  The budget fo r 1975, the  for ma l requ est,  is $92.6 b illion,  a grow th , as co mpared to the previous y ear, o f $7.6 b illion.
That  figure  for 1975 inc ludes $2.2 bill ion  fo r an tic ipa ted  pay  in creases.
Ch air ma n McClellan. T ha t $2.2 fo r pay increases, is that  a pa rt of  th e $7.6 billion ad di tio na l over  1974?
Secre tary Sciile singer. Yes , sir.
Ch air man  McClellan. W ha t is the to ta l diffe rence?Se cre tar y Sciilesin ger . Th e diffe rence between the request, the  or igi na l subm ission fo r 1974 and the  1975 reques t is $7.6 billion.Ch air ma n McClellan. H ow  m uch of  t ha t is a ttr ibut ab le  to pay in crea ses of th at  $7.6 bil lion ? Le t me do it thi s way. Ta ke  that  $7.6 bil lio n and  tell  us  wh at it pa ys  for,  because th at is in  excess of  wh at  was reque sted  las t ye ar.
Se cretary Sciilesinge r. Yes, si r;  in a m inu te;  Mr. Ch airma n, in re sponse  to your  last que stio n, the  pay  increase for 1975 would  include  the $2.2 bill ion as spec ified  o n the ch ar t plus  the  fu ll ye ar  cost of  t he  pay increase  of 1974 which would add some bill ion  or  so dol lars .Ch airm an  McClellan . W ha t you say  is $2.2 billi on is f or  the balance of  1974?
Se cretary  Sciilesinger. No, sir.  The $2.2 bil lion is fo r pay  increases  th at  will  come in fiscal ye ar  1975 as a resu lt of  the au tom atic pay esc ala tion for  Government  employees . Tha t is wha t we an tic ipa te  at  the presen t time.  The differen ce between the cost  of  pa y in 1974 an d 1975 will reflect more than  th at . It  will reflec t in ad di tio n the  ch anges of pay th at  camo in 1974, the ful l ye ar  costs of  tha t un til  such time  as pay is es cala ted  in 1975.
That  to ta l figure would  be pro bab ly on the orde r of  $4.5 bil lion; is that righ t, Mac?
Mr.  M cClary. Yes.
Ch ai rm an  McClellan. T hat I don’t un de rst an d,  th e $4.5 bill ion  is rel ate d to  what ? You have the increased costs  in the  $2.2 bill ion?Se cretary Sciilesinger. Yes, sir.  That  w ould be the  c ost  of the  p ay increase th at  presum ably  will come in October o f 1974 next  fall .Ch airm an  McClellan . Th is  fal l you mea n?

CHART ON PAY INCREASES

Se cretary Sciilesinger . Yes,  si r;  th is fal l. Th at  wou ld rep resent  only the pay increase th at  comes  a t th at  time  fo r the  l ast  9 m onths of the  fiscal yea r. Bu t. in ad dit ion , between October of  1973 and  Octo ber of  1974. the re  will be fu ll- ye ar  c osts of  t he pay increase  th a t came in Oc tober of  1973. some o f t ha t be ing  ref lected as  an increase in t he  fiscal ye ar  1975 ove r fiscal ye ar  1974. so t ha t tot al pay in 1975 wil l be high er by ap prox im ate ly $4.5 bil lion , but we will ins ert  a prec ise figure  in  the  record.
[The  c ha rt  follows :]
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Pa y in c re a s e s  ad:
m_ >z y C SeX Z 13w £5 2 J T  -

The  in c r e a s e s  a re  a s

S3. 9 b i l l i o n  to  t o t a l  DoD c o s ts  fro m th e  o r ig in a l  (J an u ary  
1J7 - co th e  o r ig in a l  (F eb ru ary  13 /4 ) e s ti m a te s  to r  r i  x9/5  
11l ow s: ($ m il l io n s )

H ig her  c o s ts  f o r  s u b s is te n c e ,  c lo th in g , 
p e rm a n e n t- c h a n g e -o f -s ra ti o n  t r a v e l ,  and  
s im i la r  it em s (S2 14 m i l l io n  of  th i s  i s  
r e f l e c te d  in  FY 19 74 , on a p a r t - t im e  b a s i s , 
an d th e  f u l l  am ount i s  r e f l e c t e d ,  
a n n u a li z e d , in  th e  Fi  197 3 e s ti m a te s )

Net  in c r e a s e  in  FY 197 4 c o n ti n g e n t it e m s , 
a s  fo ll o w s:

R e ti re d  pa y c o s t - o f - l i v i n g  in c r e a s e s  
Pay r a i s e  came 1 0 /1 /7 3  in s te a d  of  1 /1 /7 4 , 

as p la nned
Wage b oard s
AVF l e g i s l a t i o n  n o t e n a c te d  
R e ti r e d  pay l e g i s l a t i o n  n o t en ac te d  

Ne t

304

258
56

-1 40
-3 77

101

A nnuali ze  FY 1974  it em s in  FY 19 75 : 
1 0 /1 /7 3  pay in c re a s e  
U l / n  cpi 
FY 1974 wage board s

T o ta l , a n n u a l iz a t io n

353
182
236

771

Gr ow th in  r e t i r e d  p o p u la ti o n 352

FY 197 5 c o n ti n g e n c ie s  (n o t y e t  t r a n s m it te d )  
1 0 /1 /7 4  pa y in c re a s e  
FY 197 5 wage  boar d  in c r e a s e s  
P ro pose d p e rso n n e l l e g i s l a t i o n  
CPI in  FY 1975

T o ta l  FY 1975 c o n ti n g e n c ie s  
L es s amount re m ain in g  in  FY 1974 

co n ti n g en cy
Net  in c r e a s e , FY 1974 to  FY 197 5

1,5 25
215
242
260

2, 24 2

2,14 3

In c re a s e  in  pa y c o s ts  fro m Ja n u a ry  1974 
e s t im a te s  to  Feb ru ar y  1975 e s t im a te s 3, 86 3

-9 9
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CLARIFICATION OF $3 .1  BILLION

Chairman M cClellan. Now, does tha t $4.5 billion include the $2.2 billion?
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir.
Chairman M cClellan. That does include the $2.2 billion. All right, 

then you still have $3.1 billion of the  $7.6 billion to account for.
Senator  Young. Could I  ask a question for clarification?
Chairman M cClellan. Yes.
Senator  1 oung. Why don’t those figures you have given under 

fiscal year 1975 appear in the chart  t ha t these are expenditures that 
come under 1974?

Secretary Schlesinger. But  they are also in 1975. The double 
asterisk  footnote, Senator Young, refer ring to 1975, refers only to that 
portion of the pay increase th at  will come in October of the next fiscal 
year, but included in the $92.6 billion figure will also be approximately  
$1 billion or so of the feedout of the pay increases tha t occurred last fall.

CHART ON FISCAL YEAR 19  75 BUDGET BREAKDOWN

Senator  Young. Do you have another chart showing a  breakdown 
of the 1975 budget that  would indicate these increases?

Secretary Schlesinger. N o, we do not, Senator Young, but we will 
prepare one for the record.

Chairman M cClellan. Will  you prepare a revised chart?
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir.
Chairman M cClellan. And include the developments tha t we have made here in this discussion ?
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir.
[The chart, follows:]
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TOA COMPARISON
FY 1974 AND FY 1975 ORIGINAL ESTIMATES

(TOA $ B il li o r .s )

FY 197 5 E sti m a te  (F eb ru ary  1974)
FY 1974 E sti m a te  (J an u ary  19 73 )

In c re a se

Pay In c re a s e s :
N et  h ig h e r  pay c o s ts  in  FY 19 74 , ab ov e Jan u ary  

1973 e s t im a te s , r e f l e c t e d  i n  F ebru ary  1974
e s ti m a te s

A nn u a li ze  1 0 /1 /7 3  pay i n c r e a s e ,  wage board  
i n c r e a s e s ,  s u b s is te n c e  r a t e s ,  and  r e t i r e d  
pa y CPI

Grow th in  r e t i r e d  p o p u la t io n  •
FY 1975 pa y it em s (1 0 /1 /7 4  pa y r a i s e ,  wag e 

b o a rd s , l e g i s l a t i o n ,  e t c . )  ( l e s s  FY 1974 T

a ll o w an ce) ——

T o ta l pay in c re a s e
■<

P r ic e  in c r e a s e s :
'  POL ' 9

C urr en cy  r e v a lu a t io n  (F eb ru ary  1973)
P r ic e  in c re a s e s  on o th e r  p u rc h ase s  (11X) Ax®.

T o ta l  p r ic e  in c re a s e s

T o ta l  pa y and  p r ic e  in c r e a s e s

Pr og ra m  re d u c ti o n s  (a b o u t h a l f  i n  ma npo wer, 
w hi ch  f a l l s  by  94 ,0 00)

Ne t in c re a s e

$92.6
85 .0

7.6

3 .9

6 .1

10.0

- 2 .4

7 .6
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IS R A ELI SU PPLEM EN TA L

Chairman McClellan. Now , I think  we are down to the point now 
there is $3.1 billion, a fter these pay allowances, in the increase to be accounted for.

Secretary Schlesinger . Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
committee, there are other elements aside from the original estimate. 
As you know, there was an Israeli supplemental in fiscal year 197-1. 
There were added pay costs tha t occurred in 1971 which increased the 
total request in 1974 to $87.6 billion. Congress cut th at request by $3.3 
billion, reducing the total  appropriations for fiscal 1974 to $84.3 billion.

Senator Case. Tha t cut was made in the original—$85 billion?
Secretary  Sciilesinger . Yes, sir, in the original fiscal 1974 request. 

Now I want to come to the readiness supplemental because tha t is an 
important element here in the discrepancies th at I see in the figures in this report.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, last fall at the time of the war in the 
Middle East, we drew down rapid ly on our inventories and we dis
covered t ha t there were deep problems with regard to our inventories 
and also with regard to the materiel readiness of U.S. Forces.

At tha t time, last fall, we indicated to Members of the Congress 
tha t we were planning to bring  forward a supplemental for fiscal 1974 
which was to deal with the readiness condition, primarily inventories, 
ship overhaul, aircraft rework, and the like. Since the various bills 
were on the floor at th at time, it was recommended to us by Chairman 
Stennis in particular  that such a readiness supplemental for 1974 be 
deferred  until work on the original 1974 budget was out of the way. 
That  readiness supplemental was incorporated in the budget that was submitted in January.

Now, the main point, Mr. Chairman, is tha t tha t readiness supple
mental is taken in this report, to which you have addressed our atten
tion, as par t of the 1975 request ra the r than as part of  the 1974 request. 
I do not regard that as an appro pria te way to deal with the  readiness 
supplemental, but tha t is, I think, the  underlying logic of Mr. Wamke’s 
report. I thought I would draw tha t part icular item to your attention 
so tha t you can have it in mind as well as the $7.6 billion increase 
between the original request for fiscal 1974 and the orig inal request for  1975.

You will recall that we discussed this supplemental request, Mr. 
Chairman, somewhere in the timeframe that the congressional cut of 
$3.3 billion was being taken. We indicated that  we were planning to 
submit a supplemental and that  we regarded that supplemental as 
somewhat in the same ball park in do llar terms as the congressional cut 
tha t was being taken in the original fiscal year 1974 request.

I regard the readiness supplemental as near-term requirements, as 
items that  should have been funded in the past, as items that  we should 
plug in as quickly as possible and therefore  I have no difficulty in associating that  with the fiscal 1974 request.

Mr. W arnke and his co-workers take a different attitude and if you share that attitude , you can shift  part of the supplemental to 1975 rather than 1974.
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Chairman McClellan. Do I  understand you to say that in the 1971 
figures, you have not included the supplemental ?

Secretary Sculesinger . We have at the bottom.
Chairman McClellan, But 1 mean at  the  top, the $85 billion ?
Secretary Schlesingeil No, sir, th at origina l request of $85 billion 

was what was sent up in the J anuary  1973 submission.
Chairman McClellan. And tha t is what Mr. Warnke uses as a basis 

for 1974 instead of what you would say should be the two bases of 
the $87 billion and should be the base to arrive at the difference? Is 
tha t correct, the difference between the 1974 and the 1975 budget ?

Secretary Schlesingeil Mr. Warnke  uses a figure for 1974 of $85 
billion rather than $87.1 billion.

Senator  Symington. Will you yield ?
Chairman McClellan. Yes; I will yield, but I  am t ryin g to under

stand this. There seems to be a question here about where the supple
mental moneys should be charged.

Secretary Schlesingeil Yes.
Chairman McClellan. To the 1974 or 1975 budget.
Secretary  Schlesingeil Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. You actually made this addition to the 

original budget request of 1974 ?
Secretary Schlesingeil Yes; sir.
Chairman McClellan. And tha t makes the 1974 appropriations 

request $87.1 billion instead of $84.3, is tha t correct ?
Secretary Schlesingeil With this addition , Mr. Chairman, tha t is, 

if you add up all of the President’s requests for fiscal 1974, inclusive 
of the Israeli supplemental,  which was largely a one-time shot, tha t 
represents a request by the Presiden t for the Department of Defense 
of $90.4 billion. Tha t was reduced by $3.3 billion last year by the 
Congress. But the total request by the President in fiscal 1974 was 
$90.4 billion: Original  fiscal year 1974 request, $85 billion; Israeli  
supplemental,  $2.2 billion; added pay costs, $0.4 billion; readiness 
supplemental, $2.8 billion.

So, if you want to use tha t kind of number, you can shr ink the fiscal 
1974—75 increase to $2 billion approximate ly. I think that  the best in
dicator  is the re lationship between the original  estimate for 1974 and 
the original estimate for 1975, which represents an increase of $7.6 
billion. But these figures can be sorted out in a variety of ways. I think  
tha t it is fai r to observe tha t the way this report handles the two 
figures is designed to maximize the difference between th e 1974 and 
1975 figures in a wav I reerard as totally inappropriate .

Senator Symington. If  you will yield. I handled the supplemental 
myself at the request of Senator Stennis who had been ill. I thought  
the sum of the requests von made in the supplemental were totally 
inappropriate and against the concept of a  supplemental, in addition 
to which the lawyers of the Armed Services Committee fe lt they were 
not appropriate  under the regulations  as being pa rt of the supple
mental.

To the best of my recollection, inasmuch as you used his name, there 
was no cut in the supplemental or postponement in the supplemental 
that  was not made at the suggestion of Senator Stennis. I can remem
ber, for example, you had in there money for Diego Garcia. It  was 
Senator  Stennis’ suggestion to me that tha t money be postponed to 
the 1975 budget.
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You also had money in there  for further  acceleration of an item 
that has gotten somewhat contentious in the past, the Trident, and it 
was also Senator Stennis’ recommendation tha t tha t be postponed 
without prejudice to the 1975 budget.

There are some other matters  that come up in your recent testimony 
that, when my turn  comes, I will be happly  to afford you the oppor
tuni ty of discussing it with you, but I won't, want it misunderstood by 
you or the committee that there was any disagreement between the fuil 
Armed Services Committee and any of  the individual members, to the 
best of my knowledge, about the way tha t supplemental was handled 
and the wav that you are saying it should have been handled, with 
which we disagree.

We thought it should be in the 1975 budget and not ju st a recouping 
through  a supplemental of what you had asked for in 1974 and had 
been turned  down for.

Secretary  Schlesixgf.r . Well, of course, as you know, Senato r Sym
ington, the requests in the supplemental were altoge ther different 
from the requests tha t had been eliminated from the origina l 1974 
budget.

Senator Symington. Some were and some were not. I t is an indige
nous discussion.

Secretary Schlesinger . I think i t is a desirable th ing to do so.
Now, with regard to Senator  Stennis, there is no thing I have said 

tha t would suggest Senator Stennis approved of any part icular item 
in the supplemental request. What I have stated is that the possibility 
of a supplemental request was gone into at considerable length with 
Senator  Stennis  last fall at the time of the war in the Middle East 
and he was concerned al>out sending a supplemental up during that  
period of time.

Tie suggested that it wait until January. Tha t did not mean, and 
he was very clear about it at the time, tha t he approved or disapproved 
of anv part icular item that might be included in the supplemental.

With regard to Diego Garcia and with regard to the Trident, let 
me take the latt er case first. The Trid ent funds were authorized last 
year in fiscal 1974 by the Armed Services Committee for th ree boats, 
as von will recall, Senator Symington, because you managed the bill. 
The Appropriations Committee cut the  funding below that which was 
authorized by the Armed Services Committee and the Appropriations 
Committee reque ted us to examine the impact, and if there were any 
need for long leadtime funding, to report back to the Hill.

We reported that  back to the Hill in the fiscal year 1974 supple
mental. requesting approximately $24.8 million.

The money for the Trident long-lead-time procurement had pre
viously been authorized by the Armed Services Committees.

Xow. with regard to Diego Garcia, there has been a change in con
ditions in the Middle East and in the Indian Ocean, and changes of 
this sort are precisely, in my judgment, the matters for which supple- 
mentals are entertained by the Congress.

Obviously, anv Member of the Congress is free to reach his own 
conclusions with regard to whether a part icular item such as Diego 
Garcia should be included in a supplemental or should await 1975.

But there were changes in the Middle East. There is the prospect 
of a reopening of the Suez Canal. I understand full well Senator
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Stennis’ judgm ent on this, and we respect Senator Stennis' judgment. 
It  was not a position that we took initial ly but the Congress has made 
its decision in this matter.

Chairman McClellan. Le t’s get to the figures now and see if you 
can clear up the difference between what is contended here by Mr. 
Warnke’s group and what you say are the facts.

Senator Foxo. Mr. Chairman, will you yield ?
Chairman McClellan. I yield to the Senator from Hawaii.
Senator Fong. Mr. Secretary, from what you stated, I have three  

sets of figures here. Did the President request $87.1 billion or $90.4 
billion, if you take all of the requests fo r 1974?

Secretary Sciilesinger. $90.4 billion.
* Senator Fong. Yes, $90.4 billion, and your 1975 request is $92.6?

Secretary Sciilesinger. Yes.
Senator Fong. So therefore you are requesting $2.2 billion more, 

tha t is what the request is; is that  correct?
« Secretary Sciilesinger. Comparing the tota l requests for 1974 and

1975, that is correct.
Senator Fong. Yes. If  we take your figures for fiscal 1974, it was 

$87.1 billion because the Congress has cut you by $3.3. You su btrac t 
that  from $92.6 and there is a difference of $5.5 billion; is that correct?

Secretary Sciilesinger. Tha t is correct.
Senator Fong. If  you were to take the readiness supplemental, take  

it from 1974 and add it to 1975, then you would have, instead of a 
figure of $5.5. $8.3 billion ?

Secretary Sciilesinger. There is one, I think,  that  would suggest 
tha t the entire readiness supplemental be taken out of 1974 and 
included in 1975.

Senator Fong. Rut even if you did that , you would be $8.3 billion?
Secretary Sciilesinger. Yes, but-----
Senator Fong. Xow, you have been charged t ha t you are $13 billion 

over ?
Secretary Sciilesinger. Yes, sir.
Senator Fong. Even at the extreme, by your figures, putt ing the 

$2.8 billion on the new budget, you would only be $8.3 billion. Where 
do you account for the other $5 billion?

Secretary Sciilesinger . That is correct. Senator Fong, but moving 
the $2.8 billion readiness supplemental from 1974 to 1975 has a double 
impact, it reduces 1974 and increases 1975 by a like amount. So the 

.  difference would be $11.1 billion on tha t basis. I have not been able to
comprehend the notion of the $13 billion increase on any basis tha t I  
regard as reasonable. As I have indicated, there are various bases o f 
comparison, but I myself would regard the appropria te basis as not

• the total ity of the President’s request of $90.4 billion fo r 1974 because 
it includes the $3.3 billion reduction made by the Congress last  year. 
Rathe r, I would regard the best basis as the  or iginal estimate of 1974 
to 1975 or the adjusted estimates, one giving  an increase of $7.6 bil
lion and the other giving an increase of approx imately $5.5 billion.

As Senator Symington has indicated, differences can betaken with 
regard to certain elements in the readiness supplemental.

Mr. Warlike, in his report, recognizes th at $700 million of that,  at 
least, is appropriate  for 1974 and shifts the balance of the $2.8 billion

37-1 99 O -  74  - 11
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readiness supplemental, $2.1 billion, to 1975. Tha t was not, T think, 
the judgment of the Armed Services or Appropriations Committees.

Chairman McClellan. Now, Mr. Secretary, we substantially 
covered this point, however, I don' t mean there will not be other  ques
tions about it.

Secretary  Schlesinger . Well, Mr. Chairman,  you had one other 
question.

Chairman McClellan. I would like you to speak to the charge 
that,  “The Secretary of Defense has admitted tha t his requests for 
national  defense needs would have been more than $6 billion lower 
had he n ot been encouraged to include funds in the hope that more 
milita ry buying might stave off a recession.”

I want you to give us the facts about this, and if there is in this 
budget a request for funds for weapons, equipment, or any other p ur
poses, that  would not be in this  budget except for the desire that  the 
economy might need a stimu lant, I want you to identify them.

Secretary  Schlesinger . Yes, sir. Tha t charge I  regard basically, as 
I indicated before, as a canard. The increase in the budget this year 
has been based upon the national security requirements of  the  United 
States.

As I indicated in my testimony before the Mahon committee, the  
House Approp riations Committee, we had reduced this program be
low the 5-year defense plan in order to get it into what was a final 
budgetary l imit provided to us.

So we have eased down the size of this program below what had 
been the existing 5-year defense plan figure.

Chairman McClellan. What yea r is this in the 5-year defense plan ?
Secretary Schlesinger . This is a rolling plan, Mr. Chairman. At 

the time tha t the budget was drawn up, it was, of course, the second 
year of the 5-year defense plan.

Now everything in this budget should be defended on the basis that 
it contributes to the security of the United States. If  you gentlemen 
believe tha t these amounts are excessive in relation to the commit
ments and obligations of the  United States, then you will make cuts. 
I  submit tha t these requests are not excessive. In my judgment they 
are on the thin  side.

Now, as to the p articular  item, I have very carefully  gone through 
this in mv testimony with Chairman  Mahon, and I would suggest that 
the testimony before that  committee briefly be incorporated  in the 
record at this  point because it is the basis of the distortion tha t appears 
in the report.

TESTIMONY BEFORE MAHON COMMITTEE

Chairman McClellan. Well, Mr. Secretary, will you agree tha t on 
pages 351 and 352 of your testimony before the Mahon committee 
covers the issue of whether this appropria tions  bill contains money 
primarily for the purpose of stimulating the economy?

Secretary  Schlesinger . I am not sure about the pages, Mr. Chair
man. I  also had the privilege of test ifyin g before Senator Proxmire’s 
committee. I think  that that testimony covers it even better.

Chairman McClellan. I have listed here those pages to which I 
referred. our testimony occurred on February 26,1974. Let me submit
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these to you and you examine them and i f it is substantially  all of your 
testimony relat ing to  this point, I will be glad to insert it in the record 
at this point so th at we may have continuity of your testimony.

Secretary S ciilesinger . Yes, sir. You may insert that into the record 
and, if you would, we will find the part icular pages in the Proxmire  
hearings which goes into this at greater length and you might wish 
to incorporate tha t into the record as well.

Chairman M cClellan. All right , but I don’t have the Proxm ire 
testimony available at the moment.

Secretary Sciilesinger. We will submit them to your staff.
Chairman M cClellan. Very well. They will be inserted at the point. 
[The information follows:]
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FUNDS ADDED LATE IN THE BUDGET CYCLE

" - * es tim bn y o f th e  S e c re ta ry  o f  D ef en se  "b ef or e S en a to r ?ro:cm ire  
( J o in t  Ecc no ai c Co mmi tte e H ear in gs on March  7 , 19 7^ ) h as n o t be en  p ri n te d , 
by  th e  Comm ittee  f o r  th e  p u b li c  r e c o rd , an d i s  th e r e f o r e  u n a v a il a b le  a t  
t h i s  t i r e .  The te s ti m o n y  o f  S ec re ta ry ’ S c h le s in g e r  b e fo re  Mr. Mahon (Sub 
co m m itt ee  cn DoD o f  House  A p p ro p ri a ti o n s  Co mm ittee  H ear in gs on Febru ary  2 6 , 
197 M i s  p ro v id ed  bel ow .

Mr. Mahcn . I f  we d id n ’t  know t h a t  b e fo re  th e  w a r,  we a re  p r e t t y  la c k in g

in  in fo rm a ti o n , I  wo uld th in k .

I  wo uld  l i k e  to  p u rs u e  a q u e s ti o n  we d is c u sse d  som ewhat  b e fo re . When 

was i t  decid ed  by  th e  A d m in is tr a ti o n  t h a t  yo u wou ld  p la c e  a c o n s id e ra b le  

re q u e s t  f o r  money  in  th e  b u d g e t f o r  p u rp o se s o f  s t im u la ti n g  th e  economy and 

a t  th e  same ti m e  a c q u ir in g  d e fen se  s u p p l ie s ,  m a te r ia ls  an d s t re n g th  and so  

fo r th ?  Was t h a t  l a t e  in  th e  b udget cy c le  a lo ng  in  Decem ber? When d id  t h i s  

ha pp en ?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . I  am n o t su re  w het her  yo u a re  r e f e r r i n g ,  Mr. 

Cha irm an , to  th e  f i s c a l  y e a r  197^ su pp le m en ta l o r  th e  f i s c a l  y ea r 1975  

r e q u e s t .

Mr. Mahon, I  am r e f e r r i n g  t o  th e  f i s c a l  y e a r  1975 p r in c ip a l ly  b u t 

make th e  a p p li c a t io n  t o  e i t h e r .

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . I  th in k  th e  an sw er  t o  t h a t  i s  t h a t  th e  f i n a l  

f ig u r e s  fo r  th e  f i s c a l  y e a r  1975 d e fe n se  budget we re  d ec id ed  in  Decem ber .

I  am n o t su re  —

Mr. Mahon. I  know yo u s a id  th e  f i n a l  f i g u r e s ,  b u t when  d id  yo u 

make t h a t  in p u t o f  a d d i t io n a l  fu nds as  a r e s u l t  o f  th e  tu rn do wn in  th e  

economy? Tha t i s  wh at I  am t r y in g  t o  g e t .  I wou ld  l ik e  yo u to  me et th a t  

q u e s ti o n  hea d-o n i f  yo u can .

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . I  made no  su ch  d e c is io n .

Mr. Mahcn. Who made i t ?

S 'e c re .a ry  ~- n_e~ '_ rg er . I  can n o t sa y wh at  th e  m o ti v a ti o n  was  o f 

th cs =  made tn e  le c ts io n  w it h  re g a rd  to  th e  g e n e ra l bu d g e t p i c tu r e .

3wt - :’.e vac re ce g n ic e d  l a t e  in  ;a le n d a r  y e a r  1973 t h a t  th e re

may be  an e a s in g  o f  th e  economy an d some gr ow th  in  un em ploy men t, and
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t h a t  as  a c c r . s e o f  t h a t ,  th e  t o t a l  f ig u r e  f o r  budget o u tl a y s  co uld.

be  re la x e d .

Mr. Mah er . Was i t  r e la x e d  t o  th e  tu n e  o f  abou t $5 b i l l i o n  o r  i s

t h a t  f ig u r e  to o  h ig h  o r  to o  low?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . You wou ld  ha ve  t o  t a l k  to  Mr. Ash about 

t h a t .  I t  n ig h t  be  l a r g e r .  I  th in k  t h a t  i s  perh ap s in  th e  r i g h t  ra nge

as  t o  wha t th e  o u tl a y  l im i t  m ig ht  ha ve  bee n b e fo re  an d a f t e r .  One

sh o u ld  u n d e rs ta n d  th e r e  was  n ever any f ir m  f ig u r e  f o r  th e  o v e r a l l  bu d g e t

b e fo re  Decem ber  o f  1973 .

Mr. Mahon. I  u n d e rs ta n d  t h a t  f u l l y .

Mr. Wynan.  W il l he e x p la in  wha t he  means  by  " re la x e d " ?  I  don’t

u n d e rs ta n d  t h a t .

Mr. Mahon. I  th in k  he  means i t  was  d ec id ed  th e y  wou ld  p ro v id e

a d d i t io n a l  fu nds.

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . I  ha ve  n o t re a d  th e  f i s c a l  y e a r  1975 budget

do cu m en t, b u t I  th in k  th e  p o li c y  in  th e  p a s t  has  been  t h a t  th e  expen di

tu r e s  i n  any  p a r t i c u l a r  f i s c a l  y e a r  sh o u ld  n o t exce ed  th e  amo unt  o f  

re v en u es t h a t  wou ld  be  b ro u g h t in  a t  f u l l  em ploy men t. I  b e li e v e  i t  may

ha ve  go ne  beyo nd  th a t  t h i s  y e a r ,  b u t I  ha ve  n o t re ad  th e  1975 budget in

i t s  e n t i r e t y ,  so I  r e a l l y  do  n o t know.

Mr.  Wynaa. Was any  o f  t h a t  r e la x a t io n  in  th e  D ef en se  Dep ar tm en t

budget  ?

t r - t  j - t s in g c r . I  would  t u a i  fo m d  th e  env ix'onmc.'.t

a f f e c t i n g  c u r  r e q u e s ts  in  th e  mon th o f  Decem ber  more  re a so n a b le  th an

we f e a re d  i t  n ig h t b e , b u t I  do n o t th in k  I  ca n sa y much more th an  th a t

b ecau se  th e r e  was no  f ir m  f ig u r e  p r i o r  to  th e  en d o f  De cemb er.

'i r .  Mahon, l e t ' s  be  f ra n k  about t h i s .  I  ha ve  been  t o l d  on  co n si d 

e ra b le  a u th o r i ty  t h a t  l a t e  in  th e  budget  c y c le , an d a f t e r  th e  budget

was  f a i r l y  fi rm  b u t no  f i n a l  f ig u r e  f ix e d , t h a t  so m et hin g in  th e  a re a

o f  $5 b i l l i o n  was ad de d to  th e  b u d g e t.  You , i n  my o p in io n , ha ve  more



l e s s  co nfi rm ed  th a t  s ta te m e n t.  I t  was done  acco rd in g  to  y o u r t e s t i 

mony t h i s  mor ning  and t h i s  a f te rn o o n  f o r  th e  re aso n  t h a t  we w an te d to  

s t im u la te  th e  economy and f o r  th e  re aso n  a ls o — t h i s  i s  th e  do m in an t 

re a so n — t h a t  th e  money cou ld  be  u sed  ad v an ta geousl y  to  b e e f  up o u r 

D ef en se  E sta b li sh m en t and im pr ov e o u r r e a d in e s s . Tha t i s  th e  way I 

u n d e rs ta n d  i t .  Do yo u ta k e  i s s u e  w it h  th a t?

Secre ta ry - S c h le s in g e r . Mr. C ha irm an , we a d ju s t  th e  TOA t o  co nform 

w it h  w h ate ver o u tl a y  l im i t  th e  OMB o r  th e  P re s id e n t p e rm it s . I f  th e re

had  n o t oe en  t h i s  p e rc e p ti o n  o f  an  e a s in g  eco nomi c env ir o n m en t,  I  
b e li e v e  o u r  o u tl a y s  m ig ht  ha ve been  a  b i l l i o n  o r  a  b i l l i o n  an d a h a l f  

d o l la r s  l e s s  in  1975- Tha t I  th in k  i s  th e  e x te n t o f  i t .  The gr ow th  

in  th e  TOA re q u e s t o f  cours e  r e f l e c t s  wh at  I  ha ve  i n d ic a te d ,  th e  f a c t  

t h a t  we wer e p re p are d  to  go in  f o r  a re q u e s t on th e  o rd e r  o f  $85  b i l l i o n  

in  o u t la y s .

Mr. S ik e s . Do I u n d e rs ta n d  you a re  sa y in g  t h a t  th e  sum t o t a l  o f  th e

a d d it io n  to  th e  Def en se  budget as  a  r e s u l t  o f  econ om ic c o n s id e ra ti o n s  i s

p o s s ib ly  as much as  a b i l l i o n  an d a  h a l f  d o l la r s ?

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . Ko. I  w an t ve ry  c a r e f u l ly  n o t to  sa y  t h a t .

Mr. S ik e s . I  wa nt  to  d e te rm in e  j u s t  wh at  yo u a re  sa y in g . The  f ig u re

$5 b i l l i o n  has  be en  band ie d  ar ound.

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . I th in k  Mr.  Mahon may ha ve  be en  r e f e r r i n g  to

th e  li A  s i d e ,  th e  o b l ig a t io n a l  a u th o r i ty  re q u e s t t h a t  i s  made to  Con gr es s 

As I  t r i e d  t o  s a y , we l in k  TOA re q u e s ts  t o  o u r o u tl a y  l im i t s  whi ch  a re  

th e  b in d in g  fo r c e . I  wou ld  sa y we w ou ld  hav e be en  p re p a re d  to  make a

re q u e s t  f o r  o u t la y s  a t  th e  le v e l  whi ch  h as  gone  i n ,  dep en din g upon  th e

a p p r a is a l  o f  wha t wou ld  be  eco n o m ic a ll y  an d f i s c a l l y  t o le r a b l e  in  a

p a r t i c u l a r  y e a r .

The d e c l in e  in  th e  econ om ic  c o n d it io n s  le d  th o se  who fo rm u la te d

th e  budget t o  b e l ie v e  t h a t  a  h ig h e r  l e v e l  o f  e x p e n d it u re s  was  t o le r a b l e  

f o r  mac roec on om ic  re a so n s . Our re q u e s t co u ld  w e ll  ha ve  go ne  t o  t h i s



l e v e l ,  b u t we J u s t  m ig ht n o t ha ve g o tt e n  i t .  The o u tl a y  c o n s t r a in t s  

n ig h t  ha ve  bee n lo w e r.

Mr. S ik e s . I  w ou ld  no t wa nt  us t o  ha ve  t o  go to  th e  f lo o r  sa y in g  

t h a t  th e  J u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  th e  D ef en se  b udget f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  197 5 i s  

b a se d  zr. th e  econ omy o f  th e  c o u n tr y .

S e c re ta ry  S c h le s in g e r . I  ha ve  a tt e m p te d  th ro u g h o u t th e  m or ni ng  to  

s t r e s s  t h a t  I  b e l ie v e  t h a t  we a re  t h in  on th e  g e n e ra l purp ose  fo rc e s

s id e  an d t h a t we nee d to  he dg e a g a in s t  c e r t a in  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  on th e

s t r a t e g i c fo rc e s  s id e .  I  th in k  t h i s  budget  i s  a p ru d e n t budget  on

n a t io n a l  s:eo u ri o y  g ro u n d s.  I  am su re  o h a t th e r e  i s  som ewh ere an  expen d-

i t u r e  in her e t h a t  i s  l e s s  th an  o p ti m a l.  I f  s o , i f  i t  i s  p o in te d  o u t to

me, we w i l l  d e a l w it h  t h a t .  But I  th in k  th e  o u t la y s  h e re  re p re s e n t wh at

sh o u ld  be  dev ote d  to  n a t io n a l  s e c u r i t y ,  t h a t  th e  Def en se  pr og ram  re p re 

s e n ts  ou r :ne ed s t h e r e .

th e  pa y o f

<=s. As I  i n t e r p r e t  th e  budget t h a t  i s  b e fo re  us  and comp are

peo p le  w it h  th e  pro cu re m en t o f  we apo ns an d eq uip m en t,  th e

s l i c e  f o r  we apons an d equip m en t i s  much s m a ll e r  th an  in  S o v ie t fo rc e s

an d th e  need  f o r  new an d mo dem eq ui pm en t i s  much l a r g e r  th an  we a re

go in g  to  ha ve  th e  money t o  pa y fo r .

Do yo u ag re e?

S ecre t! ar y S c h le s in g e r . I  th in k  th e re  a re  u n s a t i s f i e d  n e ed s , Mr.

S ik es

Mr. Ad;ia bbo. On th e  q u e s ti o n  o f  econ om ic  de ve lo pm en t th e re  i s  t a l k

t h a t  we ar: ; c u t t in g  th e  NASA budget b u t a c tu a l ly  th e r e  a re  s e v e ra l

pr og ra m s w::i c h  ha ve  been  c a r r i e d  over from  NASA to  D ef en se  and yo u a re

p ic k in g  ths=m up in  r e s e a rc h . I s  t h i s  a f a c t?

Se cr eo sary S c h le s in g e r . I  am n o t f a m i l ia r  w it h  t h a t ,  Mr. Add abb o.

May I  ch ec i: cn  t h a t  an d su bm it  an it em  f o r  th e  re co rd ?

Mr. Ad:ia bb o.  I  wou ld  a p p re c ia te  i t .  Thank  you .

/T he i :■.form ation  fo ll o w s^ /

We ca n id e n t i f y  no  su ch  pro gr am s in  o u r re s e a rc h  b u d g e t.
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OUTLA Y CEIL IN G

Se creta ry  Sciilesinger. Now , let me review wliat did  occur in 
December of 1973 whi ch was  ju st  pa rt  of  the no rm al  budgeta ry 
process.

We felt, at the time  th at  the ou tlay cei ling th at  wou ld be clamped 
upo n us fo r 1975 by the  B ureau of  the  B udget  would be ap prox im ate ly 
$84.8 b illion.  We fea red  it migh t be somewhat less. As happens every 
year,  and it is con sist ent  with  good fiscal poli cy, in December the  
final numb ers  are  put toge ther  fo r the  tot al budget and ind ivi dual 
allowances  are g iven  to  various d ep ar tm en ts i nc ludin g th e De pa rtm en t 
of Defense.

The final outlay cei ling  th at  we received fro m the  Bu reau  of the  
Budget was about $85.6 bill ion  o r $85.8.

Ch airm an  McClellan . Sometime in December , th e Office of Budget 
and Manag ement  subm itte d to you  a ceil ing  an d said, “M r. Defense 
De partm ent, th is is the lim it you can reques t” ?

Se cre tar y Sciilesinger. Yes, ref lec ting  the  P re side nt ’s fina l decision.
Ch ai rm an  McClellan. Th en  do you make a judg men t, on your 

bud get  to con form to the  Office of  Ma nag ement  and Bu dg et  to br ing 
it wi thi n th ei r ceil ing?

Se cretary Sciilesinger. Yes, s ir.
Ch airm an  McClellan . Then in December  you rece ived thi s lim it?
Se cretary Sciilesinger. Yes, sir . Th at  lim it was ap prox im ately  $1 

bill ion hi gh er  than  we had  fea red might  be our lim it. We were thu s 
enabled to cu rta il the  5-y ear  defense plan  by an amoun t som ewh at 
less than  we would have  if we ha d received a lower lim it fro m the  
Office of Manag ement  and Budget.

Bu t once again , every item  in th is  was inc luded in the 5-year 
defe nse  prog ram or  the rea diness  item s that  T have re fe rre d to.

Associa ted wi th that  final figu re of about $1 bil lion in ad di tio na l 
outlays  is the  T OA  figure.

Ch airm an  M cClellan. TO A?
Secre tar y Sciilesinger. To tal  ob lig ati on al au thor ity , which  would 

have been ap prox im ate ly $1.5 bil lio n, asso ciated with  the $1 bill ion 
in out lays .

Now. thi s m eans tha t our T OA  request , or  ou r obliga tional au thor ity  
request for 1975 was ap prox im ate ly $92.6 bil lion as oppose d to  a pp rox
imate ly $90.5 bil lion or  $91 bil lion, somewhere in th at  bal l pa rk.

Th at  is. as T rega rd  it. the  norm al flex ibil ity of the  bud get  process 
with rega rd  to out lays. Now there  is a problem  in th at  the Hill  deal s 
pr im ar ily  in ap prop riat ions  a nd  the  executive branch  dea ls to a much  
gr ea te r e xtent in out lays .

My  s tat em ent in the  Mahon com mit tee  tes tim ony was t hat  we were 
prepare d to go in fo r a request of  abo ut $85 bil lion in outlay s. The  
final figure was $85.8. Now. T believe th at  the peop le who  dre w up  
th is rep or t took th at  figure of  $85 b ill ion  which was outlays,  and  c om
pared  if to $91 bill ion in ob lig ational au th or ity  and came to  t he  c on
clusion the re was a $6 billio n gro wth in h ere.
1 here  was  no $6 billion gro wth. Th ere was a gro wth of  appro xi-  

. matelv  $1 bil lion in outlays or  in TO A ter ms, a  b illi on and  h al f, which 
* •: reflected  the  final judgmentfs of The bu dg etary process, is  qui te 

normal and  I belie ve a most ap pr op riat e way  to  d raw up  bu dgets .

. ) c
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Chairman McClellan. Let me see. Mr. Secretary, do I  unders tand 
you to say that  the Warnke figures consist of outlays. Tha t is, the 
spending tha t you were authorized in the fiscal year, the Warnke 
committee used outlays instead of the  budget obligational authority ?

Secretary  S chlesinger. Right.
Chairman McClellan. This is what has brought about the con

fusion about the $6 billion ?
Secretary  Schlesinger. Yes, si r; tha t is the basis fo r it.
Chairman McClellan. The confusion, you are contending, arises 

out of the difference between the outlays, that  is, what  you were 
going to spend, and the budget authority  tha t you had requested?

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. Well, some of it would not all be spent. Some 

of it would be a continuing authority  over into other years.
Secretary Scitlestnger. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. And tha t difference is what you think has 

caused this confusion ?
Secretary Schlesinger. I  believe that represents the principal source 

of most of this confusion. As I  have indicated,  in the month o f Decem
ber, as is the case every year, the final figures, with regard to outlays, 
are laid down. We received an outlay limitation, because of the over
all decision on fiscal policy, which was approximately $1 billion more 
lenient than we m ight have otherwise received. Th at is a genuine out
come of the discussions of December of last year, but most of t hat  $6 
billion growth tha t you re fer to it is simply a ma tter of confusion.

Chairman McClellan. Let me ask you one other question. Do I 
understand tha t when you got your ceiling authority tha t you could 
submit in your  budget from the P resident’s financial decision, did tha t 
relate to expenditures only or to budget requests for obligational 
authority or both ?

Secretary Schlesinger . It is rela ted to both. The principal vehicle 
tha t is employed at tha t time in the budget cycle is outlays, but it 
must relate to both outlays and obligational author ity.

Chairman McClellan. Now, in that final decision of the President  
as related to you by the Office of Management and Budget, did you get 
a ceiling of about $1 billion or $1.5 billion more than you had actually  
anticipated?

Secretary Schlesinger . T think  it was on the order of $1 billion more 
in outlays than we anticipated.

Chairman McClellan. After gettin g tha t ceiling, did  you then re
vise your budget request to absorb that $1 billion ?

Secretary Schlf.stnger. No. sir;  we had submitted a budget request 
which was larger than  the budget figure we had there, thus we had to 
reduce, less.

Chairman McClellan. You had to accommodate by reducing to 
come within the ceil ing; is that  correct ?

Secretary Schlesinger . Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. Tell us i f the re is in th is budget, and I  read  

vour testimony before Mr. Mahon’s committee and it was a little  con
fusing  to me, any money requested by the Defense Department for 
actual current defense purposes beyond its need, in order to stimulate 
the economy so as to offset the prospects of a recession.
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Secretary Schlesinger. There is no such request here, no such item 
in the budget, Mr. Chairman.  Every item in the budget must be justi
fied on the basis of national  security requirements.

Chairman McClellan. Now , we have thoroughly covered th is sub
ject and the Chair is now willing to yield to other members of the 
committee to ask questions on this phase of the hearing.

I will yield at this time to Senator Young.
Senator I ocng. There is evidence of grave concern with the in

creased costs of the weapons systems such as the B-l , the F-14, and 
the F-15 and others. Is the contention of the Defense Department  to 
develop low-cost weapons systems such as the ligh t weight fighter, 
missiles, and the small Trident submarines in order to effect an overall 
reduction of the weapons systems cost ? „

Secretary  Sciilesinger. That is our intention, Senator Young.
Senator Young. You do plan to have a smaller Trident submarine?
Secretary Sciilesinger. We have submitted a request to the Congress 

for what we call the “ Narwhal'" type SSBN. We are proceeding with •
the development of prototypes for the light weight fighter which, 
hopefully , will provide enough combat capability so they might be a 
part of the force struc ture, but it would be premature for me to give 
you a final observation on tha t at this  time.

The whole s trategy is based on what we call the high-low mix and 
these kinds of capabilities represen t less than the maximum capabili
ties, but it permits us to maintain a large r force struc ture than we 
might otherwise be able to do.

Senator Young. Are you going to abandon the B -l  and the F-14 ?
Secretary Sciilesinger. No, sir. We do not know on the B -l,  no final 

production decision has been made, but we are plowing ahead with 
the R. & D. program. We have three prototypes under construction in 
the B -l  program and we have on the Hill the discussion of the fourth 
prototype for the B- l. I think part icula rly in the light of the  overall 
strategic situation it is likely tha t we would go ahead with the B- l, 
but we want to have the technical problems ironed out before we 
make a specific recommendation to this committee.

With  regard to the F-14, we would like to develop a lower cost 
counterpart for Navy-Air and the Navy is working on that particular 
problem a t the present time although they have not developed such a 
counterpart.

Senator Young. When would it be available?
Secretary Sciilesinger. The  production of that  would not come any *

earlier  than  1979 or 1980,1 believe, Senator Young.
Senator Young. Does it have anything  to do with the F-15?  You 

would replace that with a light weight fighter.
Secretary Sciilesinger. No, sir, at the present time we plan to go •

ahead with the very substantial F-15 buy. The question tha t the Air 
Force is addressing is whether in addition to the F-15 buy a ligh t
weight fighter would permit the Air Force to maintain a larger ta cti
cal air inventory and therefore additional combat capabiliti es than 
would otherwise be the case given budget constraints.

Senator Young. Did you consider buying more F-1 4’s as an urgent 
matter?
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Secretary Schlesinger. No, sir, we have submitted  a request for 50 
this year for fiscal 1975 and tha t is our request. That  has been our 
request. We do not intend to accelerate that  program.

Senator Young. The Iran ians will have more F-14 airc raft  than  
we have.

Secretary Sciilesinger. No, sir, the tota l buy for Ira n may be on 
the order of 80 F-14 airc raft  and the total  projected buy for the 
United States is 334 aircra ft.

Senator Young. But the I ranians  already bought approximate ly 80?
Secretary Sciilesinger. No, sir, they have ordered 30 a t th is point.
Senator Young. I thought next year  they ordered 50.
Secretary Sciilesinger. I don’t know if we have any signa ture on 

the let ter of offer or not. but they are contem plating and probably will 
buy 50 additional, but they have not signed as yet, but I hesitate  to 
speak for the Government of Iran.

Senator Young. I ran is a strong  country, but this  will be the first 
time in our history  tha t we give a foreign country more of our 
latest planes than  required ourselves.

Secretary Sciilesinger. Not required ourselves. We have purchased 
about 184 aircra ft at  this point, have we not?

Mr. McClary. Yes.
Secretary Schlesinger. 184 at this point throu gh fiscal 1974.
Senator Young. Bu t not F-1 4’s.
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes. F-14’s. We have had  appropr iated  for 

the F-14, money for 184 aircra ft at th is point, Senator.
Senator Young. H ow  many have you acquired, how many are in 

inventory now ?
Secretary Schlesinger. I guess in inventory on the order of 70 or 

80, something in  tha t order. The Iranian buy will go in about 2 years 
from now to the Government of Iran.

Chairman McClellan. Now , Senator Symington.
Senator  Symington. I have a question from a former member o f 

the administration , not  connected with the Pentagon. He sa ys:
Mr. Secre tary, in the  annual Defense Dep artm ent  report for the fiscal year 

1975, on page 43, you make  the s ta temen t: “W hether the  Soviet Union believe  t ha t 
with  the shif t in these ind ica tors they have  achieved any meaningfu l explo itable 
adv antage  is not  clear.  However , they have not been ret icent in stressing to a 
var iety of audiences their supe riori ty over the  United Sta tes in numbers of 
ICBM’s and othe r str ate gic  capabili ties.” Their  words at  lea st have suggested 
th at  they see these dissymmetries  as giving them diplomatic  if not milita ry 
leverage.

SOVIET STA TEME NTS ON  UN ITED  STATES/SO VIE T STRATEGIC BALANCE

The President and Secretary of State are going to Moscow this week 
or next week. The person who asked this question states in his opinion 
you are not correct in your assertion. I  would apprecia te your either 
answering it now or in more detail for the record.

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir. We would be quite prepared to 
present the statement in the open litera ture, statements by the Soviet 
leaders in this connection.

[The information  follo ws:]
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LISTING OF SOVIET STATEMENTS OK SOVIET-US STRATEGIC BALANCE

1 . PARTY SECRETARY L . BREZHNEV
14 June 1974 PRE-ELECTION SPEECH 
"The favorable changes in the world situation are 
above all the result of the influence of socialism 
on the course of events, its successes, its might and its example."
KE ATTRIBUTED THIS DEVELOPMENT TO "FOREIGN POLICY EFFORTS", HOWEVER, RATHER THAN MILITARY STRENGTH SPECIFICALLY.

2. DEFENSE MINISTER A. GRECHKO
1971 ON GUARD FOR PEACE AND THE BUILDING OF COMMUNISMMilitary Publishing House, Moscow— — — — — — —

p. 106 assert that the Soviet Union was capable 
of countering any aggressor with superior force. . •

p. 112 "In the United States, voices are still
heard urging to deal with the Soviet Union 
from a' 'position of strength.' The ridic
ulousness of such a position has been 
shown both by the experience of the past 
as well by the course of modern events."

1974 JANUARY 9 K0MS0M0LET3 TATARII
Urged an open-ended further- strengthening of the 
Soviet armed forces, on the ground that the "greater" their combat capability and "the more 
powerfully they are equipped...the more peaceful it will be on earth."

1974 FEBRUARY 23 PRAVDA
Wrote that "our Army and Navy now have everything 
necessary to rout any aggressor and that the armed 
forces were mastering the science of victory."

1974 JUNE 4 PRE-ELECTION SPEECH
Stated that the "positive changes" which have 
taken place on the world scene are the result of 
an increase in Soviet and Socialist economic 
and defense potential. Nevertheless, he went 
on to stress the need to "strengthen the armed forces."

*
3. SOVIET MILITARY LEADERS

ARMY GENERAL S. SOKOLOV, FIRST DEP. MINISTER OF DEFENSE
i o t  23 SOVF'̂ ’S’̂ -T T 7 CSSIT " •

Wrote "i.'e are all witness to the way the CPSU
Central Committee takes care that in terms of 
military and technical facilities, we have 
unquestionable•superiority over the armies of 
the most powerful capitalist countries..."



SOVIET CHIEF OF GENERAL STAFF ARMY GENERAL KULIKOV
1973 MARCH COMMUNIST OF THE ARMED FORCES

In discussing the preparedness of the Soviet 
armed forces stated that: "The Soviet Army and 
Navy have the requisite number of all modern 
means of warfare. In terms of their qualitative 
indicators, the majority of them are not only 
ECUAL TO BUT IN A NUMBER OF CASES SURPASS THE 
WEAPONS AND EQUIPMENT USED BY THE ARMIES OF THE 
IMPERIALIST STATES."

GE.’ZRAL OF THE ARMY PAVLOVSKII 
1574 FE3RUARY 23 RADIO MOSCOW

Said that "the Soviet Armed Forces have now 
turned into a reliable guard for the achievements 
of socialism and the peace and security of 
peoples. "

COL. GENERAL P. GORCHAKOV CHIEF OF STRATEGIC MISSILE 
FORCES POLITICAL DIRECTORATE

1573 NOVEMBER 18 KRASNAIA ZVEZDA "TRUE SONS OF THE 
MOTHERLAND"
"the missile forces are now equipped with the 
world’s most powerful nuclear weapons and the 
most sophisticated means of delivering them to 
their targets..."

1974 FEBRUARY 22 RADIO MOSCOW
"The Soviet Army and Navy are being supplied 
with the most modern weapons and military 
equipment" and that "the most powerful strategic 
missile forces have been established in the 
Soviet armed forces"

COL. GENERAL ALEKSEYEV
1974 FEBRUARY 23 SOTSIALISTICHESKAIA INDUSTRIIA 

"W ro te  t h a t  t h e  " S o v i e t  .trm .ed  r o r c e s  a r e
equipped with a sufficient quantity of nuclear 
weapons, missiles with various ranges and pur
poses . "

COL. GENERAL N. LOMOV EDITOR
1973 THE REVOLUTION IN MILITARY AFFAIRS

"The present balance of forces between the 
USSR and the United States was reflected in 
the agreement concluded in May 1972 on the 
questions of limiting strategic offensive 
weapons and antimissile defense systems.
The agreements on these questions show the 
collapse of the Cold War policy conducted 
by American imperialism for more than a 
quarter of a century."

LT. GENERAL P. ZHILIN
1973 NOVEMBER INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

In explaining the absence of any contradiction 
between detente and the "maintenance of our
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defensive might at a high level," Zhilin 
quoted Lenin to the effect that "only after 
the proletariat disarms the bourgeois can it 
scrap any weapons at all without changing its 
world historic mission."

REAR ADMIRAL V. SHELAG 
1972* FEBRUARY 7 RED STAR

Argued that critics had exaggerated the 
destructive consequences of nuclear war by 
basing their arguments about the "death of 
civilization" and "no victors in a nuclear 
war" on purely "mathematical calculations."
He argued that the presence of "at least half 
the world's nuclear potential... in the hands 
of the Soviet Union" was a reliable guarantee 
against nuclear aggression and in defense of 
civilization.

<
MAJOR GENERAL M. CHEREDNICHENKO 

1972 MAY 5 VOENNYI VESTN'IK
Claimea chat "our military-technical superiority, 
l u p e r i c r i t y  o v e r  a r y  p o t e n t i a l  enem y . . i l l  b e  
reliably assured" by the current Soviet Five- 
Year Plan.

COL. V. LARIONOV COMPOSING EDITOR FOR ALL THREE EDITIONS 
Or THE AYTHCRITATIVE SOKOLOVSKIY MILITARY STRATEGY 
(1952, 1953, 1958) USA INSTITUTE’S EEST KNOWN INTELLEC
TUAL .

1972 JANUARY 15 PRAVDA
"the balance of forces in the world...has changed 
in socialism’s favor."

197^ APRIL S RSIS III
?The militarist circles in the United States are
new busy with an intensified search for a way
cut of the blind alley Into which many years of
policy ’from a position of strength’ as well as
the stepping up of the nulcear armaments race
have driven military strategy. THE MILITARISTS
0? THE SEVENTIES ARE PLACING GREAT HOPES ON THE
RETURN, EVEN IF ONLY IN THE LONG RUN, OF THE
LOST STRATEGIC SUPERIORITY OF THE UNITED STATES
EY MEANS OF A QUALITATIVE IMPROVEMENT OF THE
WEAPONS AND THE WORKING OUT OF NEW PERFORMANCE
DATA FOR THEIR EMPLOYMENT TO EXERT PRESSURE ON **
THE SOCIALIST COUNTRIES."

COL. S. BARANOV
1972 JULY VOENNYI VESTNIK NO 7

"The Soviet Army now has sufficient quantities of 
the most modern technology and maintains superior
ity over the armies of imperialist states. The 
Communist Party pays particular attention to the 
further development of the Strategic Missile 
Forces., which form the main combat might of the 
Armed Forces..."
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ARMY GENERAL KULIKOV
1972 DECEMBER 12 PARTIYNAYA ZHIZN NO 24

"The ..-.ain striking power of the Soviet Armed
Forces is made up of the Strategic Missile 
Forces equipped with modern weapons unprecedented 
in history - powerful strategic intercontinental - 
and medium range missiles and modern means of 
automated control. These forces, which-are 
constantly in a high state of combat readiness 
and in which is concentrated colossal destructive 
power, are capable of dealing a crushing blow 
at any aggressor. These forces will play a main 
and decisive role in a nuclear war if the imperi
alists unleash such a war."

ARMY GENERAL PAVLOVSKII, USSR DEPUTY DEFENSE MINISTER
1973 JANUARY 11 PLANOVOYE KKOZYAYSTVO NO 2

"The Soviet Army and Navy have tremendous combat 
potential and are continuously being supplied 
with increasingly sophisticated weapons and 
combat equipment for various purposes, thus 
making it possible successfully to resolve 
complex combat tasks on land, in the air, and 
at sea. Their effective strength for combat 
includes all modern branches and categories of 
troops, which are in a constant state of high 
combat readiness and are capable of crushing 
any aggressor.
The chief strike force of the Soviet Armed 
Forces and the main means for curbing an aggressor 
are the Strategic Missile Forces, which serve as 
a reliable nuclear missile shield for the
socialist countries and are capable of striking 
an instantaneous crushing blow at any aggressor. 
They are equipped with high-power intercontinental 
and medium range missile and also with modern 
control facilities."

OTHER STATEM ENTS

Cl TIE

U.R, THE DEFENSE MINISTRY’S NEWSPAPER, TAKES THE 
a .N THAT THE PRINCIPAL REASON FOR THE GENERAL 
TMENT IN' EAST-WEST RELATIONS IN RECENT YEARS IS 
iOWTH 0? SOVIET MILITARY AS WELL AS ECONOMIC 

THIS LINE WAS TAKEN ALSO BY POLITBURO MEMBER 
:NHO IN HIS 6 NOVEMBER KEYNOTE ADDRESS ON THE 
R REVOLUTION ANNIVERSARY, AMD BY DEFENSE MINISTER 
:0 IN HIS TRADITIONAL RED SQUARE SPEECH ON THE 
LAY. KIRILENKO STATED:
stronger and more cohesive the commonwealth of 
alist states, the greater its economic and defense 
nsiai, the more powerful its influence on the 
■ress of world development, the mere successful 
people’s liberation struggle, and the more reliable 
great cause of peace for which all progressive 
.ir.d is fighting."

1
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kchntniSu, September 1973, "at a new stage in the 
DE". oIOPHENT OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS," ACADEMICIAN 
N. INOZEMTSEV (AUTHOR OF ARTICLES IN THE FIELD OF FOREIGN 
POLICE AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS).

facts testify that substantial new shifts (in 
class forces) in favor of socialism occurred here in 
the early seventies. Socialism's steadily growing 
might resulted, in part, in the emergence of a 
strategic situation which revealed the futility of 
the imperialist circles' hopes of securing military 

. supremacy over the Soviet Union and world socialism."
KAEAEANC7, THE PHILOSOPHIC LEGACY OF V.L.LENIN AND 
FROELZHS OF CONTEMPORARY WAR, 1972

’ Tr.e Soviet people not only built its own nuclear 
weapons in a short order, but subsequently ensured 
its superiority over the imperialist states in 
missiles ar.d nuclear power."

::a?.?:~;n-leninism on war and army 1972
" case of wax'’ they (the Soviet Armed Forces) are 
able to deliver a destructive blow on the enemy and 
to rout him completely."

1 i

»
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PROGRAM COSTS OF F -1 4

Senator Symington. Thank you. On Jun e 11 I have a lette r signed 
by Dr. Currie about program costs. This  ties into questions just asked 
by Senator Young. The program costs of the F-14  airplane , as you 
know, are now under fairly  heavy scrutiny from both the technical 
and financial side. The F - i l  program cost, given by Dr. Curr ie was 
$19.8 million each. In the same letter Dr. Currie points out the program 
cost of the F—15 is $11,150,000 each.

Several months ago I asked the Deputy Secretary  of Defense if 
there was any t ruth  about a manipulation of prices to further  the F-14 
as against the F—15, so as to help the financial position of the F—14 

» manufacturer. This Government was set ting the prices, no t the com
panies themselves. I  was assured there was no manipulation of these 
prices, that the Irania n Government was going to purchase 30 F -14 ’s, 
and 50 F-15’s.

* Now we understand there has been a change, tha t the Iran ian  Gov
ernment is going to purchase 80 F-1 4’s, no F -15 ’s, and that  the price 
offered by this Government on the F-14's. instead of being $19.8 mil
lion. according to the recent le tter from Dr. Currie, has been reduced 
by this Government to $13.8 million, a cut of $6 million per airc raft  
cost. Also, that the F-15 price has been raised by this Government, 
to the Iranians, from $11.1 million to $13.27 million plus. Why this 
sudden reversal and the heavy changes in cost to the Iran ian Gov
ernment?

We have asked other people in the Department of Defense, but have 
received no sati sfactory answer as to why all this was done, why the 
F-15 price was arbit rar ily  heavily raised and there was this tremen
dous reduction in the F-14 price to help the company’s financial posi
tion on the basis of the extent of its sales to Iran?

Secretary7 Sciilesinger. I think that  tha t is an extremely interest
ing set of issues. Senator, and I would like to go into that  with you at 
your convenience or have our staff go into the detailed figures.

Let me make some general observations. There is over a $1.5 m il
lion difference, as I  recall it. in the flyaway costs of the F-14 and the 
F-15. At the time of the submission of the F-14 original letter of 
offer by the Navv Depar tment. I indicated to the Navy Department 
that  there should be a substantial charge for recovery of nonrecurring  
costs on the F-14, which would be added to the price of the F-14 to 

*  be charged to Iran.  This amounted to approximately  $2 million per
airc raft . Now. I did this because any recoupments of nonrecurring 
costs go back to the Treasury Department of the  United States for the 
DOD accounts. Because they have to lie accounted fo r as recoupments, 

< they don’t necessarily provide an incentive to the  individual services,
but I believe that  the U.S. taxpayers should normally  get recoup
ments for nonrecurring R. & D. costs. The Navy protested that  deci
sion at the time. They would have preferred to have gone in with a 
far  lower price on the F-14.

The general policy of charging  nonrecurring costs is. I think, a 
sensible one and is the only fa ir one for{he  U.S. taxpayers. That policy 
was applied in the F-15 case as well. J trust . Senator  Svmington. tha t 
is was applied ffairly in the F-15 cafcd an d’ that  is why we would be> 
delighted to go over the figures with you.
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The difference in unit flyaway cost between the two fighters in the 
ultima te submission to the Government of Ira n was on the order of 
Sl 1/^ million to $2 million in favor of the F-15. Obviously, the inclu
sion of nonrecurring costs for the two fighters tended to dilute the 
relative  advantage of the F-15 because of the difference in flyaway 
costs. The F-15, for a variety of reasons, has a  somewhat higher non
recur ring cost than the F-14.

Noticeable in this area is the  inclusion of the costs of the develop
ment of the F-100 engine. The F-14  used an off-the-shelf engine. This 
resulted, when these costs were included, in a higher figure for non
recurring costs of the engine for the F-15 than the engine for the 
F-14 for which there were only small costs. More important, the F-15 
would have been a first buy requiring the purchase of ground ban- »
dling and train ing equipment. The 50 F-1 4’s is a second buy, much of 
the required equipment had already been ordered with the first buy 
of 30 F-14's.

Senator Symington. I would discuss it with you in fur ther  detail *
at your convenience. At the same time that  the Lockheed loan was made 
for $250 million, the company making the F-15, Mcdonnell, was in the 
banks for $700 million.

As a result of an arrangement which, if newspaper articles are cor
rect, is not, in my opinion, in the best interest of the Government, Lock
heed will join perhaps the largest conglomerate of all. We are again 
in th is broad question of the mult ilateral corporations, conglomerates 
with fur ther deterioration, in my opinion, especially as a result of 
recent diplomatic developments incident to foreign countries, of the 
idea of free competition under the capitalis tic system. So any time 
you are ready to talk about it, I am ready to talk  about it at your 
convenience.

In summary, less than 2 weeks ago I was told by your people the 
F-14—the program cost of the F-1 4—was $19.8 million and the pro
gram cost of the F-15 was $11.1 million. Then a foreign country 
comes in, and our Government changes the prices to this extent on a 
foreign sale, belying its previous assurances.

I am curious. It is a subject we will get  into in more detail later  in 
the Armed Services Committee.

The Ch air now says the time element is limited. I  did think  I  should 
bring it up briefly now.

Secretary  Sciilesinger. Very good. Senator Symington. I would 
say tha t if the program costs of the F-15 amounted to $11 million per **
copy, that it would lie a highly attractive  fighter t hat  would preclude
any reason to go into development of the lightweight fighter. But the 
program cost for the F-15 is subs tantia lly higher  tha n that.

[Defense Department Note: The program unit cost of the F-15, >
given the present rate of inflation, will be more than $11 million per 
copy. The program unit cost of the  lightweight fighter is expected to 
be about h alf as much as an F-15 in dollars of equivalent purchasing  
power.]

Senator  Symington. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SUBC OMM ITTEE RECESS

Chairman McClellan. Mr. Secretary, if it is convenient for you 
then wo will recess until tomorrow afternoon at  1 :30. As fa r as I  know 
now. the hearings will be resumed here in this room.

[Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m. Monday, June 24, the subcommittee was 
recessed, to reconvene at 1:30 p.m., June  25.]
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Chairman McClellan. The subcommittee will come to order.
* This afternoon the subcommittee resumes its hearing  with the Secre

tary of Defense. Accompanying him ar e:
Dr. Malcolm R. Currie, Directo r of Defense Research and Enginee r

ing;  Mr. Terence E. McClary, Assistant Secretary  of Defense (Comp- 
< trol le r) ; Mr. John  Maury, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Legis

lative Af fai rs) ; Mr. Roger E. Shields, Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (International  Economic Affairs) ; and Maj. Gen. John A. 
Wickham, Jr ., Milita ry Assistant to the Secretary of Defense.

When the subcommittee recessed yesterday, Secretary Schlesinger 
had stated tha t no funds were added to the fiscal year 1975 Defense 
budget for the purpose of stim ulating the Nation’s economy and, there- 

(177)
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fore, t ha t each dollar could be justified as being vital to the national 
defense security.

Does any member have questions relative to this matter before we 
move to another subject?

I would like to keep this in some chronological order.
Do you have any fur ther statement to make, Mr. Secretary, with 

regard  to this matter?
Secretary  Sciilesinger. Ju st this. Mr. Chairman.
The only justifiable basis for  the Defense requests is the ir contribu

tion to the national security. The Congress, o f course, may not share 
our judgm ent about the contribution of any specific program, but that 
is the decision for Congress to make.

I think we can all agree tha t the defense budget must be justi
fied on national security grounds. *

Chairman McClellan. Al l righ t, Mr. Secretary, t hank you.
I would like to move now to the next subject.
It was discussed I believe in the pamphlet “Military Policy and 

Budget Pr iorit ies,’’ and testified to by Mr. Warnke  tha t we can reduce 
the budget by $5.9 billion in general purpose forces.

Is that your understanding , Mr. Secretary?
Secretary Sciilesinger. I am looking at the “Summary of feasible 

reductions. General Purpose Forces”—$5.9 billion, on page 3.
The first of the items is $2.4 billion for Asian committed forces.

My response yesterday to Sena tor Fong, I think, dealt with tha t 
par ticu lar aspect.

What the committee tha t produced this document suggested was 
that we withdraw all of our land-based forces from Asia. The conse
quence of tha t, I think, in terms of th e political stability of the region 
and to some extent the military stabi lity, would be substan tial.

As I mentioned yesterday, the U nited  Sta tes must base its forces on 
its commitments. It should look to the consequences of w ithdraw al in 
terms of those commitments r ather than adjusting  the forces on the 
basis of a desire for budgetary reduction.

The withdrawal of 125,000 men from Asia would destabilize the 
region, it would bring about a fundamental reorienta tion I think in 
the policies of  Asia—Japan,  Korea, Southeast Asia, Indonesia. These 
are significant matters and they are worthy of debate by the Senate, 
but I think,  in terms of what would be the consequences, rath er than 
merely assuming that the presence of the U.S. 7th F leet alone would 
have the same political-mil itary effects as the presence of the now sub
stant ially  reduced U.S. forces in Asia. M

Those U.S. forces are undergoing somewhat further  reduction, Mr.
Chairman, but I think  that my response to Senator Fong amply puts 
on the record the issue of that  $2.4 billion.

The next item is a small reduction in a program called Indian  Ocean *
carrier, and I can identify no India n Ocean carrie r. There may be a 
desire to reduce the carrier force by one carrier, which would save 
approximately $100 million, but there is no intention at the present 
time to maintain a specific Indian Ocean fleet.

What we have done in recent months and will probably continue to 
do is split off in termitten tly parts  of  the 7th Fleet for movement into 
the Indian Ocean fo r a brief period of  time.
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We have not had a carrier in there, I believe, since the Kitt y Hawk  
departed  something on the order of 3 months ago.

Chairman McClellan. Mr. Secretary,  let’s take the general pu r
pose forces in Asia where Mr. Warnke claims tha t a $2.4 billion saving 
can be made. Does that provide tha t these forces be demobilized or 
just  merely returned home ?

Secretary Schlesinger . That  suggestion assumes tha t the forces 
will be demobilized and the proposal here is a very substan tial 
reduction.

Chairman McClellan. How many troops would tha t involve?
Secretary Sciilesinger . 125,000 reduction from the total force 

structure fo r the Asian contingent alone.
Chairman McClellan. Well, would it involve any others? He 

* points out $2.4 billion would be saved in connection with Asian com
mitted forces, which I assume tha t they should be withdrawn and 
demobilized.

Secretary Schlesinger . That is correct.
Chairman McClellan. Now, your contention is tha t we should not 

withdraw those forces, not precipitously either ?
Secretary Schlesinger . Tha t is correct, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman McClellan. If  we shouldn’t withdraw them, should 

they be demobilized and overall strength reduced ?
Secretary Schlesinger . In my judgment, the shrinkage of our gen

eral purpose forces over the last 6 years has gone as far  or perhaps  
even farther  than it should. We have been attempting,  within man
power and resource constraints, to increase the combat capability  
rather  than to shrink it.

I think it would be ill advised, given the worldwide responsibility 
of the United States, fur the r to shrink the force structure. This pro
posal would do precisely that.

Chairman McClellan. This would do it immediately because it 
would deny funds for fur the r support of them.

Secretary Schlesinger . Yes; I believe also th at the budget savings 
specified here would be less in fiscal year 1975 than the report indicates 
because it would take us a substantia l period of time to reduce those 
forces, to move them to the United States, and to move the equipment 
back to the United States.

Chairm an McClellan. In  other words, the $2.4 billion could not 
be achieved even if you st arted immediately to remove and demobil
ize ?

* Secretary Schlesinger . Correct.
Chairman McClellan. It  could not be achieved for fiscal 1975, is 

tha t correct?
Secretary  Schlesinger . Tha t is correct. We would probably achieve 

I approximately hal f of th at in savings i f we started the demobilization
in fiscal 1975.

Chairman McClellan. But you couldn’t achieve th at much?
Secretary Schlesinger . No, sir.
Chairman McClellan. And you advise against the policy o r pro

gram of immediately return ing and demobilizing that  many, 125,000 
forces ?

Secretary  Schlesinger . Yes, sir, that is correct.
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RESERVE PROGRAM

Chairman McClellan. All right. Now, we can go to the Reserves.
Secretary Schlesinger. We have suggested some adjustment in the 

Reserve program th is year. I think i t is fai r to comment that  the sug
gested adjustments of the Reserve programs were not universally 
acclaimed on the Hill.

Chairman McClellan. How much have you reduced the Reserves ?
Secretary  Schlesinger. We had a planned reduction of 48,000 

structure spaces in the Army Reserve components and a reduction in 
the number of Air National Guard units, Mr. Chairman. I think it 
was something like five Air  National Guard units.

Chairman McClellan. How many personnel would that be?
Secretary  Sciilesinger. That would be on the order  of something 

in excess of 52,000 struc ture spaces in total. The Army structure 
spaces are not filled with personnel. The 4,400 Air National Guard 
personnel would have to affiliate with other units.

Chairm an McClellan. Well, what about the Navy and Marines?
Secretary Schlesinger. I don’t believe, Mr. Chairman, tha t there 

were any substantial changes planned for the Navy or  Marine Reserve units.
Chairm an McClellan. Well, do I understand you now tha t the 

program that  you are now pursuing will result in a reduction of around 
48,000 Army Reserves and 52.000 Air Force Reserves?

Secretary S chlesinger. No, no, sir. the reduction of  Air Force units 
was approximately 4,000 to be added to the 48,000.

Chairman McClellan. I thought you said 52.000 reduction ?
Secretary Schlesinger. Sir. that  is inclusive of both the Army 

Reserve components and the Air National Guard.
Chairman McClellan. Well, the total is 52 instead of 100?
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes. sir.
Chairman McClellan. You are now in the process of making these 

readjustments so as to reduce around 48.000 Army Reserves and 4,000 
in the Air Force, is that  right ?

Secretary  Schlesinger. I think we will have to await the outcome 
of the conference report in that  regard. Mr. Chairman. There has 
been, as I  say-, some questioning of the  desirability of those reductions 
on the Hill.

Chairman McClellan. Well. T am asking, is tha t vour program ?
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes. sir. contingent on the action of the 

Congress.
Ch air ma n McClellan. Now, wou ld th at  resu lt in the  $.6 billion 

savings mentioned or any par t of it mentioned here in this  Warnke 
report ?

Secretary Schlesinger. It would be a part of that  savings, Mr. 
Chairman.

How much would we save. Mac ?
Mr. McClary. Essentially , it is offset by pay increases.

SAVINGS TO ARMY RESERVE STRU CTURE SPACE

Secretary  Schlesinger. Mr. Chairman, we will put a figure in the 
record.
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[The information follows:]
The annual savings re lat ed . to the 48,000 Army Reserve structure space 

(20,000 average drill strength) will be approximately $42 million dependent upon 
the approved reduction plan. These savings will be applied for modernization and 
readiness for the battal ion affiliation program of associating Reserve component 
battalions to specific active Army units  for training.

If implemented, the annual savings resulting from the Air Force flying unit 
reduction will be approximately $33 million.

BUDGET CUTS

Chairman McClellan. Well, there evidently will be some savings 
of that [$.6 billion] ?

Secretary Schlesinger . Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. That is one area where we possibly can make 

some valid cuts, is that correct ?
Secretary Schlesinger . Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. You don’t know the amount yet?
Secretary Schlesinger . It is on the order of probably $300 million 

over a 5-year period.
Chairman McClellan. About half  of that?
Secretary Schlesinger . Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. That  is potential savings of that  $600 mil

lion.
Let’s go to procurement.
According to Mr. Wam ke and his group’s report , you could save 

$2.8 billion in procurement for general purpose forces.
Is t ha t premised on the assumption that the Asian forces would be 

reduced by 125,000 and that  you would have a savings of $2.4 billion 
for thei r support. ?

AWACS PROGRAM

Secretary Schlesinger . Mr. Chairman, that is, I  believe, premised 
on the elimination of certain  programs. It would cancel the A AY AC’s 
program. It  would halt  the Navv F-14 program. It would stretch  
out procurement of nuclear  attack submarines and suspend the new 
tank development program and stretch  out procurement of the DD-963 
class destroyers and slow procurement of the new patrol frigates .

Chairman McClellan. Now, can you submit for the record at this 
point the end effect it would have on each of those programs and the 
amount that would result  in savings for each of those programs?

Secretary  Schlesinger . Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. Can you submit that for the record ?
Secretary Schlesinger . Wo will submit that for the record.
[The information follows:]

I
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WARNKE REPORT: The R ep ort  s t a t e s  th a t  "AWACS was su ddenly  and  
uncon v in c in g ly  s h i f te d  fro m a s t r a t e g i c  to  a 
t a c t i c a l  m is s io n ."

DOD COMMENT:

AWACS has had a tactical mission since its inception in 1963. The strategic mission remains but has been deemphasized as a result of the SecDef decision to maintain a CONUS air defense force capable of surveillance and peacetime control of US airspace, and of providing warning of a bomber attack.AWACS will be available for the CONUS air defense mission from the tactical or general purpose force, but no aircraft will be dedicated to the strategic mission. The block I AWACS configuration, for which FY 1975 procurement funds are requested, is capable of performing both the tactical and strategic mission.

2. Tactical surface-based radars are deficient inlow-altitude coverage due to line of sight and terrain masking limitations. This problem is especially acute in the predominantly hilly or mountainous terrain in the US sector of NATO. The AWACS will be able to detect and track low-flying enemy penetrations regardless of terrain, to furnish timely warning to defensive systems and support operations in the rear areas, and to control offensive and defensive forces when required.

3. The events of the October Middle East war have amplydemonstrated the advantages of a central command and control system. AWACS, as a highly mobile and flexible national resource, will provide all-altitude surveillance and data exchanges for tactical and air defense forces across the wide range of possible contingencies. It will be integrated with qround-based systems where they exist, or will provide effective control where such systems do not exist, are degraded, or are destroyed by hostile action.

WARNKE REPORT: The Navy sh ou ld  h a l t  th e  F- 14  a i r c r a f t  prog ram 
($756 m il li o n )  and  th e  Phoe ni x m is s i le  be in g  
de ve lo pe d fo r  i t  ($10 0 m i l l io n ) . The VFX i s  
f a r  more p ro m is in g .

DQD COMMENT:

1. Present generation Soviet tactical and interceptor aircraft can outperform the present US first line fighter, the F-4, in a wide range of maneuvering envelopes. Soviet tactical and air defense aircraft (FOXBAT, FLOGGER, FLAGON, FENCER, etc.) will continue to improve in performance in the future, thus dictating the fleet requirement for the F-14.The F-14, currently in the fleet inventory, is capable of simultaneously engaging multiple tarqets at extended ranges with the PHOENIX missile system at altitudes from sea level to over 80,000 feet. This capability is required in view of the standoff missile capability of Soviet air, surface, and subsurface forces. Termination of the F-14 production line would deprive the fleet of a first line aircraft capable of both offensive and defensive roles and would certainly hot be a cost effective move.



2. It is clear that we can build "extemely austere" 
aircraft at a very low cost —  trading off the armor plating 
and ECM gear to protect pilots, fuel capacity to provide 
loitering time and armament to provide firepower. But the 
Report merely asserts cost savings without addressing the 
tradeoffs involved.

3. In keeping with the high-low mix concept, the Navy is 
studying a light weight, less expensive combination fighter 
and attack aircraft (VFAX) which would complement the F-14 
in the fighter role for the Navy and Marine Corps and also pro 
vide an eventual replacement for the A-7 and F-4. The FY 1975 
budget contains a VFX line item which would fund industry de
sign and permit the issuance of a Request for Proposal (RFP) 
during third quarter FY 1975. The goal is to proceed toward 
engineering development at a pace which will permit deliveries 
of the VFAX in calendar year 1981.

WARNKE REPORT: The Navy should  st re tc h  out procurement of  the  
SSN-688 nu cle ar  at tack  submarine by funding  
two In ste ad  of  three bo at s In FY 75 , thus savin g 
$100 m il li o n .

DOD COMMENT: Because th er e Is some qu es tio n about shipya rd ca pa ci ty ,
the  De fen se Department is  reexamining  the  SSN-688 
co ns tr uc tion  program. It should be noted th at  the  
def er ra l of  one submarine to  a la te r  year w i l l  not  
sav e money In the  lon g run.  Indeed, I t  w i l l  most 
li k e ly  co st  more to  bu ild  that  submarine in a la te r  
year .

WARNKE REPORT: Suspend new tank  development  and decrea se  M-60 
tank  procurement.

DOD COMMENT:

1. The Middle East war further validated the role
of the tank in a modern environment. Heavy initial Israeli 
tank losses were due largely to inadequate intelligence of 
enemy capabilities which led to their failure to employ 
tank units as part of a combined arms team, with ififantry, 
artillery, and air support. Properly employed, the tank 
can survive on the modern battlefield. The Soviets are 
continuing production of their standard T-62 tank as well 
as developing and deploying new versions. US tanks must 
remain technologically superior. The requirement there
fore exists to continue development of an improved tank, 
to meet the future threat.

2. The FY 1974 supplemental and the FY 1975 budget 
submission provide for continued procurement of M-60 series 
tanks to achieve the desired readiness level of our forces.

JJARNKE REPORT: The Navy should  st ret ch  out procurement of  the  
DD-963 by cu tt in g the  FY 75 bu ild  from seven 
to  thre e A lp s  and slow procurement of  the  
Pat ro l Fri ga te  by reducin g each  program to 
$200 m il li on  in  FY 75.



QOD COMMENT:

1. During an extended conflict involving the Soviet Union, protection of our sea lines of communication would be a matter of vital concern to our nation. The DD-963 class destroyer is an essential element of the "high" mix of escorts designed for use in the carrier task force in areas of increased threat. The Patrol Frigate represents the "low" mix and is an essential component of the plan to improve the Navy's capability for the complex mission in areas of lesser threat.
2. The total number of US major surface combatants has reached a new planned low of 179 in FY 1974 as older ships a r e  retired at a faster rate than new ships are delivered. Beginning in FY 1975, this downward trend will be reversed as programmed ships now under construction are delivered to the fleet at a faster rate than the rate at which older ships are retired. Current force level deficiencies have resulted from these prior year force level reductions. A near term risk was accepted to provide badly needed modernization of major surface combatants. It is not considered•prudent to unnecessarily extend this risk by either a stretchout of the DD-963 program or a slow-down in the procurement of the Patrol Frigate. Such action would inevitably lead to increased rather than reduced total costs.
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REDUCTION S IN  PROGR AMS

Chairman McClellan. All righ t, now, discuss those programs  gen
erally as to which ones you have identified t ha t you think reductions  
can be made or that  recommendations of the Warlike report could be 
agreed to. If  any, point them out.

Secretary Sciilesinger . I would not recommend the acceptance of 
any of the cancellations proposed. The one area that  is a subject on 
which we would like additional in formation is whether or  not we have 
the capacity at the present time to build three more 688 class nuclear 
attack submarines in fiscal year 1975.

Chairman McClellan. Six what ?
Secretary Schlesinger . 688 class nuclear attack submarine.

* What I would like to do is examine as to whether we have yard
space. But, in any event, I think  we have this situation.

Chairman McClellan. Well, look into it and supply for us the in
formation bv lette r or otherwise as to whether  it can be a potential  
savings.

Secretary  Sciilesinger . Well, we would like to expand of course, 
the number of 688 class nuclear a ttack submarines in the force but the 
question is whether we have the shipyard capacity for the production  
of another three of those vessels in fiscal year 1975.

Chairman McClellan. All righ t, anything  fur ther you want to 
say on the subject of general purpose forces before I  ask my colleagues 
here if they have any questions ?

fThe in formation on the SSN program will be furnished separately 
by letter to the Chairman.]

Secretary  Sciilesinger . Just two points, Mr. Chairman.
On the  question of Reserves, the  proposals tha t we made this year 

are intended to s trengthen the Reserves. We have, we think, too little  
equipment in the Reserves, but the Reserves are intended by the De
partment of Defense to  be an effective part  of the force structure, to 
be a successful substitu te fo r and complement to the active du ty forces.

I am not sure that the attitude taken toward the Reserves in this re
port is simi lar to the attitude  of the Department of Defense on this 
question.

We have made some recommendations of, I think, relatively small 
adjustments in the reserve for efficiency reasons, hoping to increase 
the ultimate  tota l capacity of the Reserves in terms of combat power.

I think the purpose of the report may be more in the direction of 
* gradual reduction of the st rength of Reserves over a time. That would

not be our intention.
Now, with regard  to some of these programs which are suggested 

for stretchout,  the patrol frigate and the DD-963 programs.
T Chairman McClellan. What ?

Secretary  Sciilesinger . The patrol  frigate and DD-963 are ex
amples of the new Navy programs through which we are attempting 
to rebuild the U.S. Navy. The Navy has shrunk substant ially in the 
past 7 years as we retired World Wa r II  vessels.

I would strongly urge tha t this committee not consider slowing 
down the strengthening of the U.S. Naw .

Chairman McClellan. Well, Mr. Secretarv, are you not under
tak ing to maintain the Navy today by smaller vessels rather than  
building big battleships ?
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Secretary Schlesinoer. Yes, sir. And the patro l frigates are an 
example of that, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman McClellan. Is that a more economical way to mainta in our naval strength ?
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir, and it is conceded, I think,  in this 

report. The report refers  to the patro l frigate as an “imaginative 
concept for a lower cost, less complex ASW ship.”

They object to the pace of procuring these vessels, but they recog
nize them to be an imaginat ive concept, as I  have just quoted.

Chairman McClellan. In other words, if you are going to spend 
the money for the Navy, they would choose th is method?

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. But they think it is unnecessary ?
Secretary Schlesinger. That  is, they would like to postpone th at 

expenditure.
Finally, with regard to the AWACS the report argues that the 

AWACS, the Airborne Warning and Control System, was uncon
vincingly shifted from strategic to tactical missions. I disagree with tha t entirely.

The AWACS was designed initial ly for both roles, the tactical role 
and the strategic role. We believe in the Department th at the AWACS 
will play an invaluable part in control of the tactical air  battle and 
it is for th is reason that  we are placing stress on the AWACS.

As the chairman knows, as the members of the committee know, 
we have felt that one of the areas in which we could economize in the 
Department has been in the continental air  defense area. With  the 
Soviet Union possessing, as it does, missile st rike capacity that  can 
destroy any city in the United  States, the maintenance of the conti
nental air defense in terms of the tradi tional mission of stopping 
bomber attacks on cities, would seem to be superfluous.

Consequently, we have changed the concept of the continental air 
defense mission to the maintenance of a reasonable control of the  air 
space over the North American Continent.

We believe we can achieve economies in this area. For this reason, 
we have deliberately chosen to stress the AWACS role in the tactical 
mission. Its role in the tactical mission, wherever it may be employed, 
whether it be used over NATO carrier task forces or over NATO 
battlefields, provides a most impressive capabili ty in terms of its 
ability to monitor what is going on over the battlefields.

So this is an area which, in my judgment, is most unsuitable for 
cancellation.

Chairman McClellan. Is not AWACS primarily a weapon de
signed principally for the NATO forces; isn’t it to defend NATO 
and the NATO countries prim arily ?

Secretary Schlesinger. That  would be a major use, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman McClellan. A ma jor  use ?
Secretary  Schlesinger. Yes, a maior use. but the advantage  of 

AWACS. in my judgment, is its flexibility.
It  could have been employed, sav. in Southeast Asia. It could be 

employed in conjunction with car rier  task forces.
Chairman McClellan. How about in the Mideast? Could it have 

been employed there ?
Secretary Schlesinger. It could well have been employed in the 

Middle East.
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Chairman McClellan. In other words, it  is an all-around ground 
war weapon ?

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes. For  purposes of the air-surface bat
tle, yes, sir.

Chairman McClellan. Will the NATO countries purchase 
AWACS?

Secretary Schlesinger. It  is an ticipated, Mr. Chairman, they will 
purchase the AWACS.

Chairman McClellan. Any commitments as of now?
Secretary Schlesinger. Let me allow Dr. Currie to tell you the 

current s tatus on that .
Chairman McClellan. Proceed.
Mr. Currie. A study is being made by the NATO nations at the

* SH AP E Technical Center. The repor t will be due next spring, next 
Apr il, in which consideration is being given to the AWACS as an 
asset for the NATO alliance.

Chairman McClellan. Why do we have to take a year to find out
• whether NATO countries are going to purchase AWACS or not or 

are going to part icipa te in the program? That is an awfully long 
time.

Mr. Currie. Things move very slowly when a number of nations are 
involved.

Chairman McClellan. They sure do, Doctor, when we are footing 
the bill. We are try ing  to ge t them to do thei r part. I am not opposing 
this weapon, but I do feel tha t its primary purpose righ t at the mo
ment is to serve NATO. I  feel like those countries have a respon
sibility  and an obligation  to make some initia l contribution  as we 
go a long toward the development of it and certain ly if we begin to 
procure AWACS.

I think they ought to share in the procurement costs.
Secretary Schlesinger. Tha t is agreed, Mr. Chairman. The mili

tary  authorities of NATO have proposed, I believe, the incorporation 
of the AWACS into the air  defense system of NATO.

They have made this recommendation to their various governments. 
I believe that prominently  the German Government is in support of 
this concept. I think that  one can say tha t the likelihood is very high 
that the European nations will indeed purchase the AWACS.

In any event your point is well taken, to the extent tha t AWACS 
will be related to the defense of NATO, t ha t the NATO nations will 
be obligated to pick up the ir fai r share of the force structu re asso- 

n ciated with the defense of Europe and will be obligated to make the
dollar  expenditures associated with that. We are in entire agreement 
with you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman McClellan. I f I support this project I am going to do it 
? with a strong  expectation tha t they pick up their appropriate share

of this expenditure, tha t they  purchase an appropr iate  number of 
the weapons and that  they participate in the cost of the development 
of this weapon and in the cost of making them available in the arsenal 
of NATO.

On page 15 the Warnke report states: “We recommend that  most 
of the forces maintained for Asia intervention, including the incre
mental force earmarked for Vietnam be eliminated.”

Do you want to comment on that ?
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He says this  reduction of the force structu re would yield savings of $463 million in incremental costs for Vietnam plus another $1.9 billion for demobilization of three divisions, eight air wings, and one 
carr ier with attendant direc t fleet and shore support.

Do you feel you have covered th at sufficiently in your testimony?
Secretary Sciilesinger . Yes indeed. Mr. Chairman, with regard 

to the Asian aspect. Rut your earlier  question related  to the impact on the total U.S. force structure.
Of course, in our minds we earmark certain  components of the forces 

that we deploy or station  for part icular contingencies, but the over
all aggregate impact of the force is not necessarily related to the places for which they are earmarked.

We feel tha t it is necessary in order to maintain  the worldwide posi
tion of the United States  not to diminish the force structure from 
which these parti cular units  are earmarked for one place or another. 
We ought to maintain at least the current force structure which is now substantially lower than  it was in 1964.

Chairman McClellan. Well, all right, turn  to page 60. I call your 
attention to contents of the budget report in the second par agrap h: “With every modest initia l step the European forces and bases should 
be included in an immediate 15-percent cut in support personnel.”

I assume they would want tha t cut in demobilized personnel as well.
He says: “In fact, the  Secretary of Defense acknowledged recently that at least 20,000 support personnel could be withdrawn.”
Meaning there, T assume, from NATO.
What is your comment about that ?
Secretary Sctilestnger . I do not recognize the Secretary of Defense acknowledging tha t point. I think that what he may have had in mind 

here is th at we have explored, in relation to the mutual balance force 
reduction exercise, how, if we obtain from the  Soviets a reduction on 
their  side, the United States  might reduce its  own forces along with 
the reduction of the forces in  the Warsaw Pact. We have studied a 
number of alternatives of tha t sort and among those alternat ives we 
would hope to be fairly  heavy on the support side ra the r than on the direct combat side.

So I think  that  is what is referred to at tha t point.  In  this connection, 
we are working as hard as we can with the Senate Armed Services 
Committee and with Senator Sam Nunn of Georgia with regard to the reduction wherever we can find it of superfluous support personnel, so 
that  those personnel can be transform ed into combat capabilities.

Senator Nunn suggested a figure on the order of 20 percent of Army support personnel, I believe, but Senator Symington will recall it more 
precisely. The point is tha t I have told Senator Nunn I do not know whether the  figure is 23,000 or 6,000. but that we are prepared to work 
with him and with the Armed Services Committee with regard to in
suring  that we have the minimum in essential support forces in Europe 
and wherever we can find reductions we shall be prepared to improve 
the combat capabili ty of the U.S. Armed Forces in Europe with that in mind.

Now, you used, in addition, Mr. Chairman, the word “ immediate.” Immediate reductions which are not thought  through normally  cause 
great difficulties in mainta ining the combat capabilities of forces. It 
is, I think, a fact that if one demobilizes rapidly or adjusts the force
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structures rapid ly, that  the effect is a reduction in combat capability.
We do not know what the appropria te number of support person

nel th at might be reduced is, but we know’ that  we must explore the 
substantive detail s in order to achieve these kinds of reallocations 
rather than pick an arbit rary  figure in advance.

Chairman McClellan. Mr. Secretary, in tha t connection, there  has 
been a sentiment in Congress, part icula rly in the Senate, that these 
forces in NATO should be reduced.

Every time we ta lk to you about it you keep saying: Well, we have 
to look furth er and f urther  and further. It  seems to me like you ought 
to have al ready done some looking into it and should be able to say 
something p retty concrete about it by now.

Secretary Schlesinger . Mr. Chairman, there are two issues tha t 
your question averts to.

One is the general deployment in the European area of approxi
mately 300,000 men, including about 190.000 U.S. Army personnel in 
Germany. The other  question which you had  referred to ea rlier was: 
With in that  component, what adjustment should be made in support 
forces in relation to combat forces. I  am not satisfied th at we have ex
amined tha t latter question sufficiently and I indicated tha t we are 
prepared to work w ith the Senate Armed Services Committee to in
sure tha t the members o f that  committee feel we are gettin g the ap
propriate return on the dollar from those support forces.

With regard to the larger issue tha t you have just raised, the main
tenance of the deployed U.S. Forces in Europe, I recognize that there 
are differences of opinion on the Hill and tha t there are differences of 
opinion within the Government as a whole. I am heartily  in favor  of 
retaining, in general, ou r force structure in Europe.

I think  that  that force structure is an indispensable part of the 
security of Western Europe, a part that cannot be substitu ted for, at 
least in its enti rety, by European forces, t hat  the near-term prospects 
of such substitu tion are very limited, and that the relatively limited 
contribution that  the United States makes to NATO Europe is essen
tial for the United States in that par t of the world which remains the 
most critical to the United States from the  standpoint of our national 
security.

We have, of course, reduced those forces somewhat over the last 
decade. I would argue strongly , Mr Chairman, in behalf of the reten
tion of the current level of forces in Europe  fo r the immediate future.

If  the Congress does decide ultimately to support those forces, it 
should decide, in mv judgment, on the basis of  offering commitments 
to the Europeans as long as the Europeans do certain  things  in terms 
of thei r contributions to the overall security of Western Europe and 
to the Western World.

Chairman McClellan. Mr. Secretary, I think tha t has been one 
of our troubles and deficiencies in our entire relationship with NATO. 
We have not placed those conditions where they should have been 
imposed. In my judgment, we have been good fellows t hat  go along 
and foot the bill. I realize we do have a stake in NATO, but it is 
not necessary, in view of our own domestic problems, tha t we be the 
leader of the free world and assume an inequitable financial burden 
of N ATO as well. I just feel like NATO countries should have some 
conditions imposed on them if we are going to keep our troops in 
Europe.
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I would like to call your attention to the next sentence in this  repor t.
Secretary Sciilesinger . Mr. Chairman, may I make one additional 

observation first ?
Chairman McClellan. Yes.
Secretary Sciilesinger . The Europeans collectively have not been 

doing enough, but there is no European collectivity. Indiv idua l 
nations in Europe do a great deal.

I think that the German contribut ion to the security of Western  
Europe has been substantial. I have hopes that in the new regime 
that  has come into office in France, tha t the collaboration between 
France and the other NATO nations will become closer once again.

The French make a substantial expenditure on defense. The prob
lem has been tha t i t has not been sufficiently dovetailed with the con- ,
tributions made by the Americans, Germans, and others.

Norway and Turkey  make substantial efforts. Some of the efforts 
of the  other nations in Western Europe  have been disappointing.

1 he Bri tish in the past have made a very substantial effort in terms *
of expenditures. Tha t is being reviewed at the present time.

We trust that  we will be able to persuade the British to maintain  
a fair ly high contribution as to expenditures.

Mr. Chairman, it is not that the United States is doing too much.
It is tha t some of the nations  of Western Europe are doing too little.
We should, and T th ink we have been somewhat successful in this last 
year in encouraging a number of the nations to do more.

Chairman McClellan. I call your attention to the next sentence 
in the report following the one I quoted to you about your having 
acknowledged that  at leas t 20,000 support personnel can he withdrawn.

The next sentence following that  says:
Significant economies of personnel and money would be available by reducing 

tactica l nuclear weapons in Europe and this can actually increase our security by 
minimizing the risk of nuclear war.

Now. T would like vour comment on that . If  our removing forces 
really reduces the risk of nuclear war, we should make a complete 
reversal of our present military program, in my judgment , because 
a nuclear war is the one thin g the world doesn't want to risk.

Secretary Sciilesinger . I agree with the thrust of your observa
tion. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman McClellan. I would like to hear your discussion of it.
We a re on the wrong course now if  that is correct.

Secretary Sciilesinger. I think  that  the way the risk of nuclear wwar in Europe, or the way the risk of nuclear war in general, is held 
down is by the maintenance o f our conventional capabilities. It is the 
maintenance of the United States and allied conventional capabilities 
that keeps the nuclear threshold high.

The notion that the movement of nuclear weapons out of Europe 
makes that  kind of contribu tion strikes me as inherently fallacious.
So T would not agree with the last part of the sentence you read Mr. 
Chairman.

Now. with regard to the first part  of the sentence, the  appropriate 
level of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, that is a vexing problem 
for diplomatic and political reasons.

Senator  Symington recently held hearings in his subcommittee on 
this parti cular issue. The hearings  of that  subcommittee are extensive
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and I think would be available to this committee. I see no reason to 
repeat tha t extensive testimony at this time.

The problem of the approp riate or optimal level fo r tactica l nuc lear 
weapons in Europe is an issue t ha t could come up in the MBF R dis
cussion. I t is related to the diplomatic  aspects, bu t the main poin t is 
tha t the weapons we are ta lking about, whether located in the United 
States or  located in Europe, represent very li ttle in terms of potential 
economies.

The cost of nuclear  weaponry is not in the stockpile of ADM’s or 
artill ery shells, largely  inherited from the past. The costs of that  
stockpile are minimal at the present time. So one is talk ing about 
numbers on the order  of tens of millions of dollars at the maximum,

♦ rather than the notion of billions of dollars.
Tha t tens of millions of dollars would be the outside estimate of 

our costs in Europe for  most of this nuclear stockpile.
So I would not agree that  there are substantial economies to be

• made. Senator Symington’s committee went into the policy issues, and 
this is prim arily a policy matter rath er than a question of savings or 
costs associated with the deployment.

Chairman McClellan. I have just one other matte r I thin k you 
should cover.

Turn  to page 18 of this budget pamphlet and I  quote from the fo urth  
pa rag rap h:

We recommend that  research , development and  procuremen t of weapons for 
general purpose forces be reduced by $2.8 billion  through  a combination of te r
min ating and stre tch ing  out  programs  and  any add itio nal  costs incu rred  from 
implementing these  cut-backs  should he met out of the  unobl igated  balances of 
the budget a uth ori ty now to tal ing  $10 billion.

Now, you have covered that  in par t with discussion of some of these 
weapons tha t you favored.

Please comment on what research could be cut out and I would like 
you to comment and give some explanation about the $10 billion tha t is 
unobligated.

Secretary Schlesinoer . Yes indeed, Mr. Chairman.
As I indicated, most of  the savings suggested here would come from 

a cancellation of  the F-14, AWACS, and the stre tchout of  some other 
programs. This $2.8 billion is, T think, one of the numbers that was just 
grabbed out of a hat. There  would be all kinds of termina tion costs, 
uni t cost increases where programs are stretched out, and the costs of

* the substitutes  for the systems canceled.
The problem with our general purpose forces, I  think, is not that 

they are overly funded in term s of R. & I), and procurement. A prudent 
review bv this committee of part icula r items th at we have requested 
funding for, I  think, would be most appropriate , but  I would suggest 
tha t talk ing about a $2.8 billion reduction of R. & D. and procurement 
in the general-purpose forces area is not related at all to the  security 
of the  United States. We cannot and should not embrace the notion of 
arb itra ry reductions of this sort.

Chairman McClellan. Can you identify the amount that  would be 
identified with research? Wha t par t of this $2.8 billion would be 
research ?

Secretary Schlesinoer. Well, I  am not sure about that.
Chairman McClellan. You can’t tell from his figures?

37 -1 9 9  0  -  74  -  13
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Secretary Schlesinger. No, not precisely.
Chairman McClellan. Is there anything fur ther you want to state 

on this before I yield to my colleagues ?
Secretary Schlesinger. I would suggest that  Dr. Currie make some 

observations with regard to the impact on R. & D. and then our Comp
troller , Mr. McClary, can comment on the unobligated balances in 
response to your question.

Chairman McClellan. Briefly, Doctor, because I  want to move on.
Dr. Currie. This would represent a very significant cut.
Chairman McClellan. H ow  can you tell ? Is it all lumped together?
Dr. Currie. It is all lumped together but the research and develop

ment on general purpose forces is some $4 to $4.5 billion a year and the 
procurement is another $8 to $10 billion, so $3 billion out of that repre- *
sents a very significant cut.

As Secretary Schlesinger mentioned, this program has been bui lt 
very careful ly to modernize our forces at a time when manpower was 
going down. So we cannot tolerate that cut. *

Chairman McClellan. Mr. McClary, do you want to talk about the 
$10 billion ?

Mr. McClary. Yes. Much of this refers to our 3-year aircra ft account 
and our 5-year ship account.

As you know, we do receive appropriations but then it takes some 
time before we obligate those funds.

Chairman McClellan. You have to have the appropria tion before 
you can obligate.

Mr. McClary. That is right.
Chairman McClellan. Now , if  you utilized these funds for some- 

thingelse,  that in the $10 billion you had on hand for the ships and air
craf t, where you have not yet completed a contract and obligated the 
expenditure, that  would preclude you from carrying out the other pro
grams, is tha t correct ?

Mr. McClary. That is right. It  would preclude us from carrying out 
the intent of Congress through the appropriation .

Chairman McClellan. In other  words, the appropria tions  were 
made for another purpose ?

Mr. McClary. That, is right.
Chairman McClellan. Senator  Young, any questions?
Senator Young. No questions.
Chairman McClellan. Senator  Magnuson ?
Senator Magnuson. You mentioned ear lier, Mr. Secretary, that p art *

of the enabling program was to rehabil itate the Navy, the smaller 
ships and th ings of that kind, there was a lack of sh ipbuild ing facili
ties, is tha t correct ?

Secretary Schlesinger. With  regard  to nuclear powered submarine *
capacity,  Senator Magnuson.

Senator Magnuson. Yes. I read someplace last week, somebody in 
DOD mentioned there was some thought of reactivating or building 
up present naval shipyards that are perfectly adequate to add to the ir 
ability to build ships.

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir.
Senator Magnuson. Rather tha n building a new shipyard some

place or f inding a new pr ivate yard, because they take a long time to 
build and they are very costly.
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Is that still in the works ?
Secretary Schlesinger. I believe that that is being examined, Sen

ator  Magnuson.
Senator Magnuson. There is no decision but just tha t they would 

have to do it of course, na tural ly you know what I am thinking  about.
Secretary Schlesinger. I believe there is a shipyard at Bremerton, 

Wash., is there not ?
Chairman McClellan. Now , could the 688 submarine be built in 

Bremerton ?
Secretary Schlesinger. I believe the yard  has tha t capacity. It  

would have to be augmented in terms of technical personnel.
Chairman McClellan. Now , I am glad  to hear what you had to  say 

about AWACS, because it  has been subject to a lot of discussion as to 
whether it is worthwhile or not and whether it  costs too much and 
has the capabilities that  we thought it would have.

But you think the  AWACS program has shown tha t it will be worth
while and will work ?

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir ; we are conducting some final 
tests prior  to the commitment of procurement funds which will come 
next December, and these final tests will deal with certain types of 
counter measures, will deal with the possibilities of jamming, and 
before we commit the  funds  we want to have good answers to those 
questions.

But at this  stage we think that the ai rcra ft will be more satisfacto ry 
than any alternatives.

Senator Magnuson. And tha t is not only your judgment  but ap
paren tly it is the  judgment of the people o f NATO who think  it is 
going to be a valuable addition to their arsenal ?

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes. sir.
Senator Magnuson. I mean it is judgment of everyone concerned. 

Of course, they know about it. They know what it can do and they 
know about its progress.

Now, also, in here, I  don’t know whether you have mentioned it  o r 
not, but there is a suggested savings on the Triden t of $1.4 billion. 
Has tha t been commented on ?

Secretary  Schlesinger. Not as yet, Senator.
Senator  Magnuson. Could you say something about that ?
Secretary Schlesinger. Well, I think tha t the argument there is 

that  we just postpone the replacement of the existing SSBN’s. It  is 
stated here that the program is a technical, milita ry and fiscal fiasco, 
the basis of  which argument I do not understand.

There is a statement here tha t the subs will cost $1.3 billion a copy. 
Tha t is not correct. These 10 submarines will cost approximate ly 
$600 million a copy, includinar all one-time costs. They will be more 
costly than the Polar is-Poseidon boats have been, for example, but 
they will be much more effective.

The other money is mainly for the new Triden t I missiles, including 
R. & D.

Senator Magnuson. For  new types.
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes. si r: which are in R. & D. and will be 

in procurement.
The report, I think, is misleading in the sense that it does not recog

nize the cost of the Trident I missile when it talks  about the $1.3 bil
lion per boat.
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Since the report recommends tha t we proceed with the Trident I 
missile, a  large part  o f the costs associated wi th this  program would 
have to be incurred in any event. The argument here is that  we should • 
forget  about the rest of the T rident  program, including the Tr ident II  
missile, and it would strike me as very unwise, technically, in view of 
the evolution of the strategic balance.

The Trident program is a necessary ingredient  in the maintenance 
of the strategic  balance with the Soviet Union.

Senator Magnuson. And there will be probably discussions about 
this type of submarine both ways, will there not, between the Soviets 
and ourselves ?

Secretary Schlesinger . Yes, sir. The Soviets, in the SALT nego
tiations , have taken precisely the point of view advocated in this *
report, which is “We wish you would bend in the Trid ent program,” 
from which I assume they do not concur tha t it is insignificant.

Senator Magnuson. No, they don't.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. *
Chairman McClellan. Sena tor Young?
Senator Young. I don't know that  I understood your statement 

quite correct, but I believe you indicated the Russians have the capa
bility of destroying every city in the I ’nited States ?

Secretary Schlesinger . Yes, sir.
Senator Young. And that  we could adequately defend ourselves 

with less airpower ?
Secretary Schlesinger . No, sir. The point was that  since we do not 

have a ballistic missile defense and since the bulk of the Soviet capabil
ities are in missile forces, we are not able to defend any cities in the 
United States. Aside from Grand  Forks where we are deploying a 
limited ABM capability, there is no ABM defense in the United 
States. Consequently the Soviets, with these missile forces, are able, 
to destroy any urban targets  that they desire.

Now. the air defense capabilities of  the United S tates were designed 
in the 1950's, prior  to the establishment of the major missile capabili
ties of the Soviet Union. We continue to believe tha t air  defense 
capabilities are important, but not in terms of the mission that  was 
established for them in the 1950’s, namely, defending urban centers 
agains t attacks  by nuclear-armed bombers.

We believe tha t the air defense mission should be to mainta in rea
sonable control of the airspace of the North American Continent so 
that  any force that  attempted to intrude, including reconnaissance •
forces, would be forced to pay a severe penalty.

What we are saying is the mission has changed and that  our abi lity, 
through  air defense, to protect the cities of the United States against 
nuclear a ttack from the Soviet Union no longer exists. *

I hope I clarified tha t, Senator.
Senator Young. How would you change our air capability ?
I unders tand you think we wouldn’t need as much or the same kind 

of defense, is that righ t ?
Secretary Schlesinger . We are suggesting  some overall adju st

ments in our air defense posture, but the main point  I have just made 
is that the mission has been changed. What we would do would be 
to deploy these ai r defense units in areas that we think may be pene
trated so as to extract attrition in the event of such penetration, rather
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than  for what may be the unobtainable goal of protec ting American 
cities against deliberate nuclear attack  by the Soviet Union.

U .S . AIR  D EFEN SE CA PA BIL IT IE S A D JU ST M E N T

I will submit for the record a more precise discussion of how the 
adjustment of the U.S. air  defense capabilities would relate to the 
changed mission and w’e will send a copy of that to you, Senator 
Young, for your review.

[The information follow’s :]
Surveillan ce and  peacetime contro l of U.S. airspace require s th at  we mainta in 

area -type intercep tor coverage plus a high quality  surveillance capability.  Poin t 
*. defenses arou nd urban are as  con tribute very lit tle  to the surve illance and con

trol  mission. Accordingly, all  str ategic  Nike Hercu les ba tte rie s (located around 
nine urban areas to provide point defense  aga ins t bomber att ack)  are being 
phase d-o ut; our inte rcep tor force is being realigned  and  red uc ed ; and our  sur
veillance network is being enhanced.

* Depending on operational factors,  i.e., aler t rate,  inte rceptor speed, and
reac tion time, between 12-18 intercep tor squadrons deployed at  aler t sites  
around  the  CONUS per imeter are adequa te for the  airspac e control mission. 
Thus, we find we can reduce  our intercep tor force by 8-14 squadrons. Curren t 
plans are to reta in six active F-106 squadrons, six Air Nat ional Guard (ANG) 
F-106  squadrons (two F-106  squa drons are  to be added to the  ANG), six ANG 
F-101 squadrons,  and two ANG F-102 squadrons (one in Ha wa ii) through the 
end of fiscal yea r 1975. Our  fiscal year 1976 planning  includes phase-out of the 
remainin g F-102s and review of the  need for  the F-101 squadrons.

To improve  our surveillance capa bility we have  been work ing for a number  
of yea rs with  the Federa l Aviation Adm inis trat ion to consolida te mil itary and 
civi lian rada rs  in CONUS into  a common, join tly operated surveill ance  system 
to serve both mil itary and  civ ilia n needs. Presently nine join t-use surveillance  
rad ars  are  in operat ion. In the  lat e 1970s, join t-use rada rs located around the 
U.S. perimeter will replace all mi lita ry surveill ance  rada rs  in CONUS. DOI) 
would fund that  portion of the  system unique to mi lita ry operations, e.g., he ight 
finders to be collected with  the  surve illance rada rs to p erm it i nte rcept of possible 
int ruders . Also a revised command and  control system tailored to the revised ai r 
defense s tru ctu re and mission is now under development by the  Air Force. These 
actions should  both increase  our  efficiency and enhance our  surveill ance  capa 
bility.

To fu rth er  enhance our surveil lanc e capability  in the 19SOs, we are  continuing 
work on the  development of the Over-the-Horizon Backscat ter (OTH-B) radar. 
This  r ad ar  promises to enab le us t o exten d our surveillance capa bili ty out to over 
1500 n.m. Cur rent p lans call for construction  and tes ting of a prototype rada r in 
the Northe aste rn U.S. If this prototype and our nor the rn OTH experiments  prove 
to be success ful, four such rada rs—one each on the  Ea st and  West coasts and 
one each covering the sou thern and nor thern approaches—could be deployed to  
greatly  improve our  long range surveill ance  of approaches to Nor th America, 

w
T A C -A IR

Senator Young. You would have fewer fighter squadrons?
I squadrons, would you ?

Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir. Our general purpose here would be 
to emphasize the dual capabil ity of all U.S. TAC -AIR.

As you know, when we fly TAC-AIR  overseas, take F- 4’s of TAC, 
they also play an air defense role.

We have very substan tial assets in the TAC inventory in the United 
States and these assets would, if the need arose to protect U.S. air- 
spate, be available for that purpose as well.

So what we have got to do is to b ring about a closer integration of 
the assets available to TAC and the assets that  have previously been 
designated for air  defense of the continental United States.
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Senator Young. If  we abandon the B -l  bomber, would you want to 
estimate how long the B-52’s would be of  service and how long we 
would want to keep them deployed ?

Secretary Schlesinger . I think tha t the force would gradually de
cline and that until such time as wc have resolved the issue of the num
bers of strategic  delivery vehicles permitted the United  Sta tes and  the 
Soviet Union under the Arms Limitation Agreements we should plan 
on keeping those forces strong.

The useful life of a ll B-52’s, other than  G and H  models will have 
expired approximately the end of this decade. The “G’s” and the 
“H ’s”, 250 or so, will have a useful life into the 1980’s.

'x

COST OF  PH O E N IX  M IS SIL E

Senator  Young. Mr. Wam ke, I believe, wants to discontinue the 
F-1 4’s and the Phoenix missile as well. How much money have we 
spent on the Phoenix missile ?

Secretary  Schlesinger . Mr. Currie  tells me that it is roughly in the 
order of $1 billion. We will give a precise estimate in the documentation 
for the record.

[The information fo llows :]
Cost  of t h e  P h o en ix  M is s il e

Funds for RDT&E and procurement of the Phoenix missile through fiscal 
year 1974 are about $635 million.

SUPE RIO RIT Y OF PH O E N IX  M IS SIL E

Senator Young. The Phoenix missile is very capable. Wouldn’t it 
be superior to practically any missile of its kind ?

Secretary Schlesinger . Yes, sir.
Senator Young. I hear statements th at the ABM missile site in my 

State  costs $5 million. Tha t was for all 12 of the proposed cites and 
the research and development.

What about the request for the $374 million for development of more 
modern ABM ’s?

Secretary  Schlesinger . As you will recognize, Senator  Young, we 
need to continue with the technologies in the ABM area. The chief 
constraint on the Soviet Union’s deployment of ABM systems was 
their recognition of the fact tha t the technologies available to the 
United States  were more advanced than the technologies available 
to the Soviet Union.

We will continue to need to explore those technologies in order to 
deter any breakout under the tr eaty which can come at  any time. Un 
less we continue to explore these technologies there is the risk of the 
Soviets breaking out in a way that will give them a strategic edge. 
Tha t is the main th rust,  the point behind the R. & I), program in the 
ABM area.
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It  is far  bette r for us to continue to spend limited sums in the 
hundreds of millions each year  in order  to preclude this kind of en
hancement of the arms competition between the United States  and the  
Soviet Union and also to preclude the expendi ture of perhaps $60 or 
$70 billion on the deployment of  a nationwide ABM system.

Senator Young. If  the forthcoming SAL T talks would result  in 
agreement whereby both countries, Russia and the United States, 
would be limited to one ABM site, are there  any plans to abandon tha t 
one now ?

I gather now from your statement you jus t made your  doing more 
research and development to improve rather than  to discontinue.

Secretary Schlesinger . Tha t is correct, Senator. We would not 
abandon the site at Grand Forks.

Considerable funds  have been invested in tha t site. A chief advan
tage of that  site is the acquisition of knowledge in an area where w’e 
have very little  knowledge, namely, the operational characterist ics 
of ABM defense, how such an ABM defense should be integrated  
with the operations of the Offensive Forces. All of these require ex
perimentation and the only facility tha t we have in the United States  
to do th is kind of significant experimentation in the quest of knowl
edge is that site at Grand Forks.

So we would not  plan to shut  it down. We would plan to operate it 
in order to extrac t from it the information on operational ABM 
capabilities.

Senator  Young. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman McClellan. Well, Mr. Secretary, I want to continue 

to go through  this and give you every opportuni ty to comment upon 
the recommendations in the Warlike budget prior ities report.

I can’t cover every one of them, but I do suggest to you tha t follow
ing your testimony here you review your testimony regarding this 
repor t and to submit any additional comments th at you feel should 
be supplied to the committee before we evaluate this report and the 
whole budget request for the military.

Secretary Schlesinger . Mr. Chairman, we have a critique of this 
report.

Chairman McClellan. What?
Secretary Schlesinger . A critique of this report  which we can 

submit for the record.
Chairman McClellan. Very well. We will proceed.
I think you discussed the F-14 and AWACS?
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. Also I believe you discussed the SSN-688 

nuclear attack submarine ?
Secretary  Schlesinger. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. You feel all of these should proceed as now 

programed.
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, sir, except possibly for the 688-class 

submarines as I indicated earlier.
Chairman McClellan. Wha t about the suspension of new tank 

developments? Why do you thin k we need to proceed with new tank 
development ?

Again, it is primarily for NATO, is it not ?
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Secretary Schlesinger. There are a number of issues here. There 
is a rather confused statement in the report—it deals both with pro
curement of M-60’s and the development of the new tank, the XM-1.

We have discovered, Mr. Chairman, part ly as a result of develop
ments in the Middle E ast, tha t tank production in the United States 
had been allowed to fall to a dangerously low level, 360 a year. At the 
time that  we began to draw down from our own stocks to send equip
ment to the Middle East, we had to take  tanks away from our active 
duty force.

We are also aware tha t our Reserve Forces are still equipped with 
the M-48 gasoline engine, undergunned tanks. We have attempted 
to increase our tank production in such a way that  we can have appro- „
pria te inventories and tha t we can equip our Reserve Forces with an 
adequate tank.

I do no t believe with regard to the matter of tank  inventory tha t 
anybody who reviews the U.S. program at the present time would be •
satisfied with it.

What we face is a threat of fur ther  drawdowns of modern tanks, 
which would mean tha t the modern tanks available to our Active and 
Reserve Forces would shrink in number. At the same time we would 
never be able to improve the quality of the tanks in our Reserve Forces.
The unmodernized M-48, by the way, is a tank tha t most countries 
are reluctant to accept,

Chairman McClellan. Y ou  said here.
Secretary Schlesinger. But they are still in the Reserve compon

ents of the Army. We would like very much, and we have programs 
here to replace this inadequate equipment in the Reserves, and I think 
that is a high prior ity item with  regard to the purchase of additional 
M-60’s.

XM -1  MAI N BAT TLE TA NK  PROGRAM

Now, the other par t of the proposal, which is thrown in here is 
the elimination of the XM-1.

There are some new technologies involved in the XM-1, Mr. Chair
man, and I  would prefer to submit to this committee a classified paper 
on that tank program.

[The information follows:]
The objective of the XM-1 main ba ttl e tan k program is to develop a new tank 

significantly be tte r than  present tanks in those  cha rac teri stic s which contribute 
most to combat effectiveness, yet sufficiently low in cost for acquisition , mainte- *
nance and  operation  to be affordable in the  qua nti ties needed to equip our 
first line arm ored  forces  in the eighties.

One of the  most significant technology advancements to be incorporated  in 
the XM-1 is a new type armor which promises greatly increased surv ivab ility , 
as compared to presen t tanks, [de lete dl. We consider it imp orta nt to continue the  *
XM-1 development program to provide an option for the  production of a new, 
more survivable main bat tle tank for the  1980's. The new t ank  development is in
tended prim arily for our responsibi lity in NATO. However, it is designed  for use 
also in other are as where  i ts use in arm ored wa rfa re may be req uired . We do not 
ant icip ate  t hat  tanks will become obsolete in the foreseeable futu re, but  the ir role 
is changing toward more emphasis on the ir prim ary mission of offense (fo r which 
we foresee no effec tive substitute  for tank s)  and less emphasis on defens ive mis
sions where ant i-ta nk missiles can subs titute  for tanks . P otentia l enemies in v ari
ous p art s of the world continue to  modernize the ir forces with  the m ajo r thrus t of 
this modernizat ion toward more arm or and  anti-armor capability.  In order f or the 
tank to perfo rm its  mission effectively in fu ture  conflicts, a major improvement 
in surv ivab ility  is criti cally important. We expect to achieve thi s goal in our 
new tan k development.
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REDUCTION OF TA NK  PROGRAM

Secretary Sciilesinger. 1 would not recommend tha t th at tank  pro
gram be eliminated.

But, certainly,  I would come to the conclusion tha t to reduce tota l 
tank funding to an arb itra ry limit of $100 million in fiscal 1975 is 
based upon no analysis whatsoever of the inventory and the require
ments. It  is just a way of arbi trar ily reducing expenditures.

Chairman McClellan. I notice he says here: “Clearly some new 
tanks are needed.”

He acknowledges that the inventory is low and tha t more tanks a re 
needed.

But he says : “A massive procurem ent; that is, procuring  in grea t 
numbers, and development of a supertank are hardly justified at 
present.”

Is it anticipated it may be justified in the futu re or tha t any need 
for them has passed ?

Secretary Sciilesinger. I cannot fully comprehend the nature of 
the reasoning in tha t particular para graph, Mr. Chairman. I would 
jus t point  out t ha t in  the  las t 7 months we have drawn down our own 
tank  inventories by something on the order of 600 tanks fo r the Israelis 
and tha t is a very substant ial fraction of our modern tank inventory.

Chairman McClellan. Are you proposing here more than  just 
replacement ?

Secretary Sciilesinger. Yes, sir. As I  mentioned, we are st ill short 
of modern tanks for the Active Army, and the Reserve Forces have 
in their inventory the  old gasoline engine M-48.

Chairman McClellan. It  is outmoded now ?
Secretary Schlesinger. Yes, it is outmoded.
Chairman McClellan. It  is no longer a useful weapon ?
Secretary Sciilesinger. Tha t is right.  It  is outgunned. It  has a 

90-mm gun aboard whereas modern tanks all have at least 105’s.
Chairman McClellan. All right , stretch out procurement of the 

DD-963, procuring three ships instead of seven. Any further com
ment on that ?

Secretary Sciilesinger. Mr. Chairman, if I may go back to your 
previous question on tanks, tha t augments what I was saying to Sen
ator Young about the differences in the attitude tha t the report takes 
toward  the Reserves and the attitude tha t the  Department of Defense 
takes.

The Department of Defense wants our Reserve st ructure to be an 
effective part of the  total force st ructure. We are equipment short in 
the Reserves and it is partly  for that equipment reason that  the Re
serves are not as effective as they might be.

The thing to do about tha t is to insure that  the Reserves have the 
appropria te equipment, whatever the level of force structure.

The proposal made here would deny for the foreseeable future  the 
appropria te equipment for the Army Reserve and National Guard  in 
the tank area.

Chairman McClellan. You would have personnel without the 
weapons.

Secretary  Schlesinger. We have the personnel without the proper 
weapons, and that  is our problem.
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Chairman McClellan. D o you want to say any more about this 
patrol  frigate?

Secretary Schlesinger. Mr. Chairman, I just want to underscore the 
point tha t they m ake: This is an imaginative concept for a lower cost, 
less complex, antisubmarine  warfare ship. They endorse the  concept.

Associated with this, I believe, is the fact that  the U.S. Navy is now 
at an historical low ebb; that is, if we keep postponing replacement of 
the ships tha t have been withdrawn from the Navy, tha t historical 
low ebb will continue.

I regard this proposal as once again not being based upon a careful 
review of the naval balance and of the requirement for the United 
States, as part of a worldwide association of commercial nations, to 
keep open the sealanes in the event of trouble. -

Chairman McClellan. Mr. Secretary, there is a proposal tha t a $4 
billion savings, or 8 percent, could be saved from a portion of the 
budget to taling  some $48 billion through  implementation of operating 
efficiencies. *

Could you help us on that ?
Secretary Schlesinger. I cannot. I  hope tha t there are some things 

tha t can be done.
Chairman McClellan. It  doesn’t point out specifically here how it 

can be done, but if savings can be made by this method we certainly 
should.

Secretary Schlesinger. I agree, Mr. Chairman, and we would wel
come anybody’s help with regard to operating efficiencies. I th ink tha t 
we have made some significant changes in recent months with regard 
to obtain ing more combat capabi lity in relation to funding , and ,we 
are anxious to continue to work in that direction.

Anybody who could provide the answers we would be happy to 
listen to, anybody in the Uni ted States. There is one point that should 
be made. Sometimes people t alk  about opera ting efficiencies and they 
mean “drop the flying t rainin g missions, stop some operations alto
gether, reduce manpower, eliminate the cost of fuel for vessels or for 
aircra ft.” Tha t is very easy to say, but  one discovers that the combat 
capabil ity of the force immediately begins to decline when those opera
tions are eliminated or cur tailed.

Training and operations are as important as equipment in order to 
have effective fighting forces.

A casual view that one can reduce operations and tra ining is, once 
again, an arbi trary view and is not consistent with the real facts of •
maintaining a combat-ready force.

Chairman McClellan. Mr. Secretary, we can economize and make 
extensive savings, if we wished to substantially disarm or permit a 
deterioration of capabilities for protec ting our national security. >

We could make a lot of savings  bv this method. What we should be 
trying to do, however, and I know this committee and the Congress is 
trying to do this and I am confident you feel about it the same way, 
is to make every economy possible without decreasing our necessary 
defense capability.

Secretary  Schlesinger. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. I think you have a long-distance call. Would 

you like a minute’s recess for that purpose ?
Secretary  Schlesinger. Yes, sir.
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Chairman McClellan. Very well.
[A short recess was taken.]
Chairman McClellan. The hearing will come to order.
While we are on this point about opera ting efficiencies, look in the 

third paragraph on page 19. The report says:
We recommend that 15 percent of all support i>ersonnel be cut, excluding the 

billets eliminated in the section of this report covering general purpose forces, 
the next reduction would be about 175,000.

You covered that, haven’t you ?
Tha t would make it around a 300.000 reduction in armed st reng th?
Secretary Sciilesinger . Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. That would be from our present armed 

» streng th ?
Secretary Sciilesinger . From 2.1 million.
Chairman McClellan. From 2.1 million, it would leave us 1.8 mil

lion Armed Forces ?
* Secretary Schlesinger . Yes, sir.

Chairman McClellan. That is all services ?
Secretary Schlesinger . That  would be almost down to the level 

of the post World War II  demobilization, Mr. Chairman, about 1.4 
million men, as I recall it in 1948.

Chairman McClellan. Mr. Secretary,  we have a conference with 
the White House on various bills and on a continu ing resolution at 
4:15, so I  am going to ask you about only one other matter.

Then, I am going to have the staff examine th is critique repor t on 
the “Military Policy and Budget prior ities” of April  17 which you 
handed to us a moment ago.

I would like it to be examined and it may well be we would like to 
call you back for a few more questions.

We have not covered everything tha t we should have covered how
ever, included in the critique  is possibly the information we desired. 
But while you are here, I  would like now to turn  back to the report on 
page 21 and we might take these three items and let you answer all 
of them.

“Reduce the c ivilian bureaucracy” and under that  t itle  the Warnke 
report sta tes :

The administration has requested 1,128,000 direct hire civilian positions. 
That  is 1975. This figure represents an increase of 18,000 over the level approved 
by Congress last year. e

» Now, turnin g to the next page in the fourth para graph the report
says: “We recommend a 15-percent cut in the civilian personnel slots 
requested for 1975.”

The report goes on to say:  “About $2 billion in payroll and attend- 
w ant operation and maintenance costs can be saved if  th at is done.”

Then in the next paragraph  the report says: “The adminis tration 
has requested an additional 24,000 jobs in the  fiscal 1974 supplemental 
and the fiscal 1975 budget to improve combat readiness and so forth .”

Now, I  wish you would discuss these charges and advise us whether 
these figures are accurate and, if not. what are the accurate figures 
and why such increases ?

Secretary Schlesinger . Mr. McClary will comment in a moment, 
Mr. Chairman.



Let me say that the increase in civilian personnel reflects the civil
ianization of some jobs that  previously were held by military 
personnel.

Chairm an McClellan. Are you saying tha t when you reduce the 
military personnel by demobilization, we actually achieve no saving 
because civilians are hired to replace them ?

Secretary  Schlesinger . In par t, tha t is correct, Mr. Chairman.
If  you are going to get the job done, it will be done by uniformed 

personnel or Civil Service personnel.

K P  C IV IL IA N IZ A TIO N  PROGRAM

Chairman McClellan. Of course, we increased the number of 
civilian personnel by provid ing civilian K P’s, didn’t we ?

Secretary  Schlesinger . We can provide a number for the record, 
Mr. Chairman.

Chairman McClellan. I wish you would.
[The information fo llows:]

The KP civilian izat ion program, und ertake n in the int ere st of improved troop 
morale and in support of th e All-Volunteer Force, has contribu ted lit tle  to Direc t 
Hir e civi lian st re ng th s; the  bulk of our  civili an KP workers are con trac t em
ployees. We estimate that  abou t 5,300 di rec t hire  employees will be on the rolls 
in FY 1075 in this function—thi s rep resents no change from FY 1974. It  is 
imp orta nt to recognize that  these people represen t a net  incre ment to the  work
force, as they  replace troops who p erfo rm KP on a  part -tim e ba si s; th at  is, they 
are deta iled away  from the ir primary function, principa lly training.

The civilian izat ion program we are cur ren tly  running, FY 1973-1975, shows 
a different, pictu re. At Base “x”, if we civil ianize 100 jobs, then the mil itary 
streng th at  th at  base is cut by 100 and  the  civilian stre ngth is increased by up 
to 100 (no t all of these  jobs become dir ect hi re ; some are  indi rect hire and a 
few are  con tracted).  On a worldwide basis, though, we cu t the  milita ry end 
strength by abou t 120, the add itional 20 represen ting the  mil itar y personnel 
suppor t “ta il” (principally trainee s and  tra ns ien ts)  associated with  a working 
strength of 100. Thus, for the period FY 1973-1975. we will have reduced mil itary 
stre ngt hs by 47,862 and increased direct  hir e civili an streng ths  by 39,044 through 
civil ianization , w ith substan tial  do llar  savings.

S H IP  OVERHAUL

Secretary  Schlesinger . Now, Mr. Chairman, let me deal with 
the last point they raised, which was the 24,000 jobs for reducing 
backlogs and depot maintenance and ship overhaul. Would you put 
on that char t, please.

[The chart  follows:]
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BACKLOG IX  SH IP  REPAIR

Secretary Sciilesixger. Now this chart displays one of those p ro
grams which must be judged once again in terms of its merits for 
national security. In our readiness supplemental, we emphasized the 
fact that we have reached a point, the highest point in our history in 
terms of the backlog of naval ships due for overhaul, despite the fact 
that the fleet is something now on the order of 45 percent reduced 
from the fiscal 1968 level.

Chairman McClellax. I mean, are these jobs in naval yards?
Secretary Sciilesixger. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellax. In Government Navy yards primarily for 

the repair of ships ? *•
Secretary Schlesixger. Yes, sir, primarily.
There is also depot maintenance of a ircraft which must be reworked.

We have airc raft  tha t cannot fly. And we argue that this must be 
judged on its national security merits. *

Once again, we have a canard  which suggests this is being done in 
order  to expand employment. It  is being done for good national 
security reasons.

Chairman McClellax. Well, it does increase employment?
Secretary  Sciilesixger. It does increase employment.
Chairman McClellax. I t increases to the extent of 24,000?
Secretary Sciilesixger. Yes, sir. •
Chairman McClellax. But you are stat ing that  it was not done to 

stimulate  a sagging economy, but it is related to definite military needs 
and requirements?

Secretary  Sciilesixger. Tha t is true.
Now, beyond that,  Mr. Chairman, we must recognize that the ques

tion of  overall civilian employment and the  civil service is a very deli
cate question.

I have indicated in the past tha t were the  Congress to  provide flex
ibility with regard to civil service employment, that  we could reduce 
the civil service rolls, but I have not detected any overpowering eager
ness on the part  of the Congress as a whole to provide us with the tools 
for the reduction of the civil service rolls.

This is very sensitive matte r politically.
Chairman McClellax. Wh at do you need from Congress to enable 

you to reduce civil service employees if they are not needed?
Secretary Sciilesixger. What we need is greater efficiency in the •

civil service and the ability  to weed out inefficient employees so that 
the job gets done.

Simply to apply a 15-percent across-the-board reduction under the 
present rules would mean tha t we would have to eliminate the younger *
more junio r employees.

Chairm an McClellax. You wouldn't be able to be selective and 
weed out the inefficient ?

Secretary Sciilesixger. No, and that would be highly inefficient.
Chairman McClellan. A reduction in appropriations to compel 

such a cut means that  you couldn’t be selective in whom you would cut ?
Secretary Sciilesixger. That is right, and we would not make the 

savings specified here because we would be reducing junior people 
rather than  senior people.
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So if there is a desire to make savings, I th ink that  there are savings 
tha t are obtainable bnt that will require the provision of flexibility 
with regard to the  civil service, and that , as the Members of th e Con
gress know fa r bet ter than I, is an area  tha t is very sensitive.

Chairman McClellan. I see one or  two other  items in this report, 
the Trident submarine and also the B- l bomber.

Secretary Schlesinoer. The B -l  bomber is a subject we have not 
commented on a t length . But with the constra ints that  exist with re
gard  to numbers in our  strateg ic forces, I believe that we will want to 
insure that however those numbers are  limited, we have high quali ty 
capabilities in the numbers of strategic delivery vehicles permit ted 
under the agreement.

The notion of eliminating the B-l bomber strikes me as quite incon
sistent with the notion o f main taining a strategic balance between our
selves and the Soviet Union and of maintaining adequate deterrents.

A bomber force, by complicating potential attack by an opponent, 
following up what I said to Sena tor Brooke, enhances the deterrent by 
making such an attack increasingly less attractive  and by reducing 
whatever hypothetical  premium there is on a first strike.

BINA RY  NERVE GAS WEA PON PROC UREM ENT

Chairman McClellan. Mr. Secretary, I  received a letter  dated June 
21 from Senator E dwa rd M. Kennedy, which is cosigned by 12 other 
Senators, recommending strongly agains t the approval  of the $5.8 
million requested by the Army for  the init iation of procurement of the 
binary  nerve gas weapon, as well as disapproval of any other funding 
which may have been requested for  support of this production.

I submit to you a copy of this  letter and ask you to review it and sub
mit vour views on its contents for the record.

co rr es po nden ce  and  q u e st io n s  and  an sw ers

We will insert the l ette r in the  record and in addition  I would like 
to have you respond to a series of six questions I now submit to you 
which will be printed in the record.

[The letter and questions and answers follow :]
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LETTER FROM SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY

5H Cntlc t)  C ia le s  J&enaie
W ASH IN G TON. O .C . 20913

June 21, 1974

The Honorable John L. McClellan 
Chairman, Appropriations Committee 
United States Senate
Washington, DC

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We are deeply concerned over the implications of . the Department of Defense's appropriations request for production 
of binary nerve gas weapons. The House of Representatives and the Senate both have passed legislation reinforcing the Armed Services Committees' decision to cut $1.9 million from advanced research for the binary program. Also, the House Committee on Foreign Affairs recently completed extensive hearings which raised a number of serious concerns about the binary program. Therefore, appropriating funds to begin actual production of binary munitions deserves all the more scrutiny.

It is our belief that such appropriations should not be approved for the following basic reasons: First, this country already has enormous quantities of nerve gas. The U.S. Army 
stockpiles now contain an estimated 400 million pounds of nervegas, amounting to 25 trillion doses --  enough to kill the entireworld population 300 times over, according to expert testimony. Second, nerve gas weapons are of doubtful value as a deterrent to attack.

The primary argument supporting the use of lethal chemical weapons is that other nations will be deterred from initiating a nerve gas attack against the U.S. because of 
our ability to retaliate. However-, this argument was developed and nerve gas stockpiles begun, before this nation, and other 
nations, had developed the enormous nuclear capability which 
now exists in the world. Furthermore, serious questions wereraised in recent House hearings --  as to whether the threatof retaliation with nerve gas weapons constitutes a valid 
deterrent. During those public hearings, the representatives of the Department of Defense stated that the Soviet Union is 
believed to have a nerve gas defensive capability superior to that of the United States. It appears doubtful that the 
United States has the defensive capability to fight and operate in a nerve gas environment. Therefore, it appears 
that we essentially rely on our nuclear capability as a 
response to a massive nerve gas surprise attack and as a deterrent against such an attack.

We make this point not because we desire to support a policy of immediate escalation to nuclear warfare but because
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these facts reveal an inherent fallacy in national security 
policy which procurement of binary nerve gas weapons will not 
alleviate. If the Congress grants the funds to build binary 
munitions, it would be advancing nerve gas weapons which 
have already cost this nation several hundreds of millions 
of dollars without any evidence that they contribute any
thing to the security of the United States. Authorizing 
their transference into a "binary" mode would likely delay 
the destruction of nerve gas stocks. The only justification 
for this proposal is that the binary munition will be 
safer to manufacture and handle in storage and transporation.
In the absence of any real evidence of the value of any 

*■ nerve gas weapon to the security of this nation and our
historic abhorrence of such weapons, this argument for 
safety in handling seems to us to be a poor justification 
for production.

«
Third, we are concerned about the possible affect of 

such weapons on treaty negotiations in Geneva and the risk 
of international proliferation of nerve gas warfare 
capabilities. The relatively great reduction in the hazard 
of manufacturing a nerve agent munition provided by the 
binary concept may be the very incentive to encourage 
smaller nations to add this weapon to their arsenal. We would 
seek instead to take every measure to prevent the proliferation 
of nerve gas weapons and not encourage such developments by 
our example.

We do not believe that the Department of Defense 
has examined thoroughly the total impact on current inter
national negotiations of the proposed production of the 
binary nerve gas weapon. Moreover, the public record 
suggests that a serious disagreement exists between the 
Department of Defense and the Department of State with 
regard to the binary nerve gas weapon proposal. Indeed, 
the Administration has not decided to use the production 
funds this year, so there is no sense in authorizing those 
funds until that decision has been thoroughly reviewed.

Certainly, we are convinced this nation needs to 
maintain and improve its chemical warfare defensive capability. 
A strong and effective defense has more immediate and obvious 
advantages than developing an ability to respond in kind to 
a surprise nerve gas attack. However, the vast stockpiles 
of lethal nerve gas weapons we now possess, their doubtful 
military effectiveness, the possibility of encouraging
proliferation, and the threat to international arms control 
agreements are sufficient reasons, we believe, to withhold 
the production of new binary nerve gas weapons.

Accordingly, we recommend strongly against the 
approval of the $5.8 million requested by the Department 
of the Army for the initiation of procurement of the binary 
nerve gas weapon, as well as disapproval of any other funding

3 7 -1 9 9  0 -  74  -  14
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w hic h  may have  b e e n  r e q u e s te d  f o r  t h e  s u p p o r t o f  t h i s  
p r o d u c t io n .

[The following contains the general views of  the Secretary  of De
fense regarding U.S. policy on chemical warfare.]
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REPONSE

The g e n e ra l  vi ew s o f  th e  D ef en se  D ep ar tm en t a re  co n ta in e d  in  te st im ony - 

g iv en  by  Amos J o rd a n , A ct in g  A s s is ta n t  S e c re ta ry  f o r  I n t e r n a t io n a l  S e c u r i ty  

A f f a i r s ,  b e fo re  th e  Su bc om mitt ee  on N a ti o n a l S e c u r it y  P o li c y  an d S c i e n t i f i c  

Dev elop men ts o f  th e  Co mm itte e on F o re ig n  A f fa i r s  o f  th e  House  o f R epre se n 

t a t i v e s  on May 9 ,  19 7^ . P e r t in e n t  p o r t io n s  o f  t h a t  te s ti m o n y  a re  p ro v id e d  

bel ow :

• UNITED STATES POLICY

Turning now to  a b r ie f review o f U.S. po licy , in 19&9 the President  

se t fo rt h  the U.S. po licy  on chemical wa rfa re as wel1 as renounced a ll  

methods o f b io lo g ic a l wa rfa re. He reaf firmed  the long standing commitment 

that  the U.S. would never be the f i r s t  to  use le th a l chemical weapons and 

extended th is  po licy  o f "no f i r s t  use" to  inclu de  inca pa ci ta tin g chemical 

agents as w e ll . I should note th a t,  li k e  nucle ar weapons, chemical weapons 

cannot be employed w ith out expressed auth orizatio n by the Pre sid ent. We 

re ta in  a chemical wa rfa re  cap ab il it y  designed to de ter anyone from using  

these  weapons ag ains t us or  our  a ll ie s .  H is to r ic a ll y , the use o f chemical 

weapons in war has esse n ti a lly  been rest ra ined  by the th re at  o f re ta li a 

tion  in kin d.  We be lie ve  th a t such a cap ab il it y  fo r re ta li a ti o n  con tinues 

to  serve  as a de te rren t to  such use today.

This po lic y  has not been developed in a vacuum, but  as a care fu lly  

conceived response to  the po te ntia l th reat  o f a chemical at ta ck  against 

U.S*. forces or  those o f our a ll ie s .

The Sovie t Union and the  Warsaw Pact rep resent a serious  po te nt ia l 

th re at to  U.S. forces  in  Europe and elsewhere. We be lie ve  the USSR is  bette r

prepared to  operate  o ff en s iv e ly  and de fens ively in a chemical warfare 

environment than any othe r na tio n in the wo rld . They cons ide r chemical 

weapons to  be ta c ti c a l weapons and subje ct to  the same type  o f co ntro ls  as 

nu cle ar  weapons; th e ir  m il it a ry  do ct rin e views chemical mu nit ion s as an

in te gra l pa rt of  the USSR's ove ra ll  capab il it y . They maintain  act ive
i

rese arch and development programs on of fe ns ive and de fensive aspects o f
I

CW. We be lie ve  th at they  have deve loped, standard ized and st oc kp ile d



210

hig h ly  to x ic  chemical agents  fo r dissemina tion by ta c ti c a l m issi le s,  

a ir c ra f t ,  and ground systems such as rockets and a r t il le r y .  The Sovie t 

Union is  of  course te chn ic a lly  capable o f producing a ll  known to x ic  agents 

in  m il it a r il y  s ig n if ic a n t quanti ties s u ff ic ie n t to suppor t fu ll -s ca le  

op erat ions . Pact major m il it a ry  exe rcis es ro u tine ly  inc lud e pr ac tic e in 

a simulated to x ic  environment (c hem ic a l-b io lo g ic a l- ra d io lo g ic a l)  and t ra in 

ing  o f chemical forces inc lud es  to x ic  agent exercis es . Sovie t forces  are 

we l1-equipped and tra in ed to  ope rate  in a to x ic  environmen t, e ither o f 

th e ir  own crea tio n or i f  used again st them. The U.S. in te ll ig ence  com

mu nity agrees th at th is  th re a t is  re a l.

I might add here pa re n th e tica lly  th at du ring the October 1973 war in the 

Hid East, i t  became clear  th a t the  USSR had provided the Arabs w ith  CW defen

sive  equipment. Of course,  no chemical weapons were used du rin g the c o n fl ic t.  

I t  is  s ig n if ic a n t th at a su bst antia l qu an tit y o f passive chemical defens ive 

equipment was provided. The cap tured mater ie l shows us th at new Sovie t combat 

ve hicles  have pre ssurized crew compartments and sealed po rts  fo r crew f ir in g .

I should st re ss , however, th at there were no in di ca tio ns at  a ll  that  the 

USSR provided her HidEast a ll ie s  w ith  any of fe nsive  chemical capab il it y . 

However, both  Is rael  and Egypt have the tech nica l capab il it y  to  produce 

phemical weapons.

CHEMICAL WEAPONS RATIONALE

Since World War 1, h ig h ly  to x ic  chemicals have been used on ly  against 

nations  th at did not possess a c a p a b il it y  to  re ta li a te  in kind and adequate 

defen sive equipment and tr a in in g . I t  is  ge ne ra lly  concluded th at a U.S. 

cap a b il it y  to re ta li a te  in kind and in  fu ll  measure, includ ing defens ive 

measures and equipment, was a prima ry reason why chemical weapons were not 

used ag ains t U.S. forces in WW I I .  There are some who quest ion th is  s ta te 

ment on the basis  th at the re is  no co nc lusiv e evidence.  The same quest ion  

may, o f course, be asked as to any issue o f deterrence.

The ra tiona le  fo r maintainin g a U.S. chemical weapons cap ab il it y  is 

based p ri m a ri ly  upon the p o s s ib il it y  o f the Sovie t Union in it ia t in g  the use



o f chemical weapons in a con ven tion al war ag ains t the U.S. and it s  a ll ie s .

The in it ia to r  o f chemical wa rfa re in a con ven tion al war could gain  a s ig n if 

ican t ta c ti c a l advantage again st the defender  i f  the defender does not have 

the a b il it y  to  pro te ct himse lf and to  re ta li a te  in  kind or the cap ab il it y  

to  redress the s it u a ti o n  by using nucle ar weapons. Even i f  pro te ctiv e eq uip

ment is ava ila ble  and used by the defender, he may s t i l l  su ffe r a serious  

disadvantage in  ca su alti es and ta c ti ca l m ob il it y  since his forces  would be 

encumbered by the necessary pro te ctiv e equipment,  unless he could  subjec t 

the at ta ck er  to  s im il a r severe op erat iona l co nst ra in ts  attendant to  wa rfa re 

ir ta  to x ic  environment . Only a chemical wa rfa re re ta li a to ry  op tio n provides 

th is  cap ab il it y . Chemical weapons would be targeted  ag ains t m il it a ry  fo rces , 

to  produce d ir ec t casua lt ie s, chann elize movement, re s tr ic t  the use o f te rr a in  

in te rd ic t lin es  o f communication and d is ru p t lo g is ti c a l a c ti v it ie s .

Tac tic al  nucle ar weapons may not  be a cre d ib le  de te rren t to chemical 

wa rfa re . I f  chemical weapons were used ag ains t U.S. or  a ll ie d  forces  on a 

s ig n if ic a n t sca le in a con ventional war and the U.S. and a ll ie d  forces  lacked 

any a b il i t y  to re ta li a te  e ff e c ti v e ly  in  kind , an attempt to redress  the 

s it u a ti o n  would pro bably  re qu ire  the use o f ta c ti c a l nucle ar weapons. 

Abandonment o f a re ta li a to ry  chemical dete rrent,  th ere fo re , must accept the 

po ss ib le  r is k  o f low ering the  nuclear th resh old.

A cap ab il it y  to  respond in  kin d,  w ith  chemical weapons would not neces

s a r il y  ru le  out an u lt im ate  need to  move to  ta c ti c a l nu cle ar  weapons but i t  

would  pro vide a non-n uc lea r op tio n to  redress an adverse m il it a ry  s itua tion  

cre ate d by enpmy use o f chemical weapons in a con ven tion al wa rfa re en vir on 

ment. Th is a b il i t y ,  we be lie ve, w il l de ter the pse o f chemical weapons in 

conventiona l wa rfa re. Th erefore,  any de term ina tion to use ta c ti ca l nuclear 

weapons could be made on the basis  o f it s  own mer its  in li g h t  o f the ove ra ll 

c o n f li c t  s itua tion .

JUSTIFICATION OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS STOCKPILE

Since an a b il it y  to  prom pt ly and e ff e c ti v e ly  employ our weapons, coupled 

w ith  the w i ll  to  launch a re ta li a to ry  response, is  es se nt ia l to  deterrenee,  

the maintenance o f an adequate, ap prop ria te  sto ckp ile  is essen tia l.  An



adequate CW re ta li a to ry  and de fen siv e cap ab il it y  can li m it  any expecta tion 

by an opponent th at a s ig n if ic a n t m il it a ry  advantage might be achieved by 

using chetpica l weapons in a conventiona l c o n fl ic t.  An adequate sto ck pile  

th a t al low s tim el y response reduces to  the minimum any ta c ti c a l advantages 

to be gained through the  in it ia t io n  of  chemical weapons and thus , co nt rib utes

to  de terre nce.

The quanti ty  o f mu nit ions requ ire d fo r an adequate sto ckp ile  is based 

on the requ irements stated  by the  commanders o f the un if ie d  and sp ec ifi ed  

.commands. The CINCs de rive th e ir  requ irements from ap ply ing  guidance from 

the Jo in t Chiefs  o f S ta ff  to  the p a rt ic u la r circumstances  in the area of 

th e ir  re sp o n s ib il it y . The ir guidance req uires  the CINCs to prepare  con

ting ency plan s fo r the use o f chemical weapons when au tho rized  by the 

President in re ta li a ti o n  to  enemy use. The requi rements to suppor t these 

contingency plan s are submitted an nu al ly  and are the bas is fo r judg ing the 

adequacy o f our sto ckp ile .

Our cu rrent  st oc kp ile  o f mun itio ns  is lim ited , and does not fu ll y  provide  

the ca p a b il it y  we be lieve  is necessary to  adequately support  a ll  U.S. forces 

in  case chemical wa rfa re is  used ag ains t us. The compos ition  o f ou r present 

st ockp ile  does not fu ll y  meet our require ments .

MODERNIZATION

To fu ll y  pro vid e such a c a p a b il it y , bina ry munitions  are being planned as 

a means to  modernize a po rt ion o f our chemical warfare d e te rr e n t/ re ta lia to ry  

ca p a b il it y . These weapons are designed to  u t il iz e  two re la ti v e ly  harmless 

chemicals wh ich, upon in it ia t io n  o f an even t such as the f ir in g  o f an 

a r t i l le r y  s h e ll , combine during the  f li g h t  o f the weapon to produce a nerve 

agent fo r dissem inat ion upon impact. I t  provides s ig n if ic a n t op erat iona l 

and sa fe ty  advantages over  any othe r known approach which could have been 

se lected  fo r mo dernization. O pera tio nally , a bina ry  weapon would be shipped 

and sto red  in a " fa il -s a fe "  mode, by physic a lly  separat ing  the two components. 

This cap a b il it y  would make possible the safe storage and hand ling o f rounds 

aboard warships such as a ir c ra f t  c a rr ie rs , on tra ns po rts  du ring any shipments 

to  a thea te r o f op erat ions , and in depots  in  CONUS or  overseas. A dd it io na lly ,
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because the bin ary components a re ' re la ti v e ly  harmless,  the requirement fo r 

high -cos t to x ic  prod uc tion and tran sp or ta tio n fa c il it ie s  would be el im inated  

At the same time, s im p li fi e d  low-cost de m il it a ri za ti o n  procedures cou ld be 

u t il iz e d .  The agents produced by the bina ry  reac tio n would be the same as 

those in our  cu rre nt  chemical weapons s to ckp ile . We deal w ith a new manu

fa ctu ri ng , sto rag e, and transporta tion process not  a new agent or  new 

de live ry  means. Secondly,  the  bina ry  mu nit ions are designed to  assure a

-. ta rg e t ef fect iven es s equal to  the non-b ina ry rounds which w i ll  be rep laced. 

Th is design compensates fo r the fa c t th at the chemical re ac tio n between 

the  two bina ry intermed iate compounds w il l y ie ld  less  than 100 percent of  

the le th a l agent on ta rg e t.

In trod uc tio n o f bina ry  weapons in to  the U.S. d e te rr e n t/ re ta lia to ry  

arsenal has been in pla nn ing  fo r  pra ctica l reasons, to  modernize our capa

b i l i t y .  No cla im has been o r is  being  made th at bina ry  weapons are more 

e ff e c ti v e  on the b a t tl e f ie ld  than non-b ina ry systems — rather, i t  is  a 

fa c t th a t in  the process o f mo dernization we have elec ted an approach 

which w i l l  resolve many opera tiona l,  sa fe ty  and adm in is tra tiv e problems 

pre vious ly  associated w ith chemical weaponry.

The use in a chemical wa rfa re  environment  o f bina ry  weapons would be 

no d if fe re n t than the use o f non-bina ry weapons since both employ the came 

nerve agent  to  produce the same b a tt le fi e ld  e ff e c t.

No twithsta nd ing  as se rtion s to  the  co nt ra ry , we do not be lie ve  the 

procurement o f bin ary munit ions w i l l  increase the access o f small nation s 

o r d is sid ent groups to  the technology necessary to  produce a nerve agen t. 

Both nerve agent and bina ry  techno logy have been rep orted in the  open 

li te ra tu re  since the early 1950s. Ac co rd ingly,  any na tio n or  group having 

competent organophosphorus chemists could  have prepared compounds analogous

to  the nerve agents,  includ ing the  bina ry  components. As a mat ter o f fa c t,  

ac tual bina ry  mu nit ion s, in  contrast  to nerve agent prec urso rs, would be

. fa r  more d i f f ic u l t  to manufacture than present chemical mun itio ns .

Before I leave the subjec t o f b in aries, I shou ld poin t out  th a t these

weapons are s t i l l  in development and no Adm in is trat ion produc tion de cis ion
I



has ye t been made beyond Department o f Defense advance planning  fo r the 

load ing , assembling,  and packaging fa c il it y .  Fu rth er , the Department has 

made no determina tion th a t open a ir  te sting  of the complete bin ary round 

w i ll  be require d to prove m il it a ry  ef fe ct iven es s.  To da te,  te stin g has 

been conducted using  harmless mater ia ls  simulat ing the bina ry  process which, 

combined with  closed chamber and labo ra tory  experiments, may we ll demonstrate 

the necessary degree o f con fide nce  o f weapon effec tiv ene ss .

ARMS CONTROL

The Adm in is trat ion remains fu ll y  committed to achie ving e ff ec ti ve  

in te rn a tiona l re s tr a in ts  on chemical weapons. The U.S. fo rm ally  undertook 

th is  ob liga tion  in 1972, in  signing the B io lo gi ca l Weapons Convention that  

was ne go tia ted at  the Conference o f the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva. 

The B io lo gica l Weapons Convention was tra ns mitted  to  the Senate in 1972 fo r

it s  advice and consent to  ra t if ic a ti o n .

In 1972, at  the CCD, the Sov ie t Union tabled  a d ra ft  chemical wa rfa re 

con ven tion  — a comprehensive chemical p ro h ib it io n . However, the Sovie t 

d ra ft  does not conta in adequate v e r if ic a ti o n  pr ov is ions . As you are  aware, 

the adequacy o f v e r if ic a ti o n  is  a very imp ortant  cons iderat ion not  on ly in 

nego tia tio n o f arms co nt ro l and disarmament agreements, but al so  in  bu ild in g 

the  con fidence  in compliance th at is  es se nt ia l to  such an agreement being  

more than a piece of paper. The problem o f adequate v e r if ic a ti o n  fo r pos

sib le  chemical weapons lim ita tion s  has not ye t been res olved . This 

Government is  cont inuing  it s  e ff o r ts  to  find  such a so lu tion .

The v e r if ic a ti o n  prov is ions  of  the  Bio lo gica l Weapons Convention would 

be inadequate fo r a chemical weapons li m it a ti o n  agreement. At the time  th is  

Convention was ne go tia ted,  the U.S. had u n il a te ra ll y  renounced the use of  

and the ca p a b il it y  to  use b io lo g ic a l weapons in any form, and was in the 

process o f de st roying  it s  b io lo g ic a l weapons when the tr ea ty  was ne go tia ted.  

Rel iable v e r if ic a ti o n  of  othe r co untr ie s'  ac tio ns  regard ing  BW was deemed 

not  po ss ib le , bu t v e r if ic a ti o n  procedures were not an imp ortant  cons iderat ion 

in  th is  case, because o f our un ila te ra l renu nc ia tio n.  Un like b io lo g ic a ls , 

chemical weapons are o f m il it a ry  s ig n if ic ance , have been used in th is  century  

and cou ld o ff e r  the  in it ia to r  a s ig n if ic a n t ta c ti c a l advantage. We therefore
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be lie ve  any chemical weapons lim it a ti on s  should have more e ff ec ti ve  v e r if ic a 

ti o n  pr ov is ions .

. CHEMICAL WARFARE REVIEWS

In addi tio n to  the Preside nt 's  decis ion s o f November 25, 1969, re a ff irm 

ing  the renu nc iatio n o f the  f i r s t  use o f le th al and in ca pac ita tin g chemical 

weapons and a ll  uses o f b io lo g ic a l wa rfa re , the President di re cted  an annual 

rev iew  of a ll  a c t iv it ie s  in  th is  area. The NSC Under Se cretar ies Committee, 

an intera gency group, has conducted these reviews o f a l l aspects o f our 

chemical wa rfa re , b io lo g ic a l research , he rb ic ide and r io t  co nt ro l agent 

*  programs. A dd it io na lly , in compliance w ith  pu bl ic  Law 91-121, the Department

o f  Defense has provided to  the  Congress semiannual de ta ile d repo rts  o f the 

research  and development programs and o f procurement ob lig a tions each year 

sin ce  enactment o f the le g is la ti o n . The most recent  re po rt  to  the Congress 

covered the period 1 Ju ly  to  31 December 1973. To insure  th at these rep orts 

are  ava ila ble  fo r public  sc ru tin y , the la st two have been com ple tely  unc las

s if ie d .

W ith  s p e c i f i c  re g a rd  t o  th e  Ju ne 21 l e t t e r ,  th e r e  a r e  s e v e ra l  s t a t e 

m en ts  w hi ch  r e q u i re  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  an d a m p l i f ic a t io n .

The f i r s t  para g ra p h  im p li e s  t h a t  th e  fu nds  re q u e s te d  f o r  FY 1975 

w i l l  p ro v id e  fo r  th e  i n i t i a t i o n  o f  " a c tu a l  p ro d u c ti o n  o f  b in a ry  m u n it io n s" . 

T ha t i s  n o t th e  c a s e . The b u d g e t re q u e s t w i l l  p ro v id e  f o r  th e  pr oc ure m en t

an d i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  th e  eq ui pm en t in  th e  f a c i l i t y  p la n n ed  t o  p ro d u ce , lo a d ,
I

as se m ble  an d pa ck  a 155mm b in a ry  p r o j e c t i l e .  I t  w i l l  n o t p ro v id e  a u th o r i ty
I

to  i n i t i a t e  p ro d u c ti o n  o f  th e  m u n it io n s ; t h i s  w i l l  be  r e q u e s te d  o f  Con gr es s
•>

when  a  p ro d u c ti o n  d e c is io n  i s  mad e. Th ese fu nds a re  b e in g  re q u e s te d  a t  t h i s  

ti m e  s in c e  lo ng  le a d  ti m e it em s o f  eq ui pm en t mus t be p la ced  on o rd e r  in  th e  

ev e n t o f  a p ro d u c ti o n  d e c is io n . A c tu a l ex p e n d it u re  w i l l  de pe nd  upon th a t

d e c is io n .

The se co nd p ara g ra ph  s t a t e s  t h a t  t h i s  c o u n tr y  a lr e a d y  has eno rm ous

q u a n t i t i e s  o f  nerv e  g as . The U .S . Army s to c k p il e s  now c o n ta in  an  e s ti m a te d

HOO m i l l io n  po un ds  o f  nerv e  g a s . .  .‘e no ug h to  k i l l  th e  e n t i r e  w o rl d  p o p u la ti o n

300 ti m e s  o v e r . . . "  T his  i s  a  g ro ss  o v e rs ta te m e n t;  ou r s to c k p i le  o f  n e rv e  
I id e le t» d )iag en t i s  o n ly  a  f r a c t io n  o f  t h a t  am ou nt .
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To p la c e  t h i s  m a tt e r  in  p ro p e r  p e r s p e c t iv e , one to n  o f  nerv e  

ag en t GB, wo uld pro duce  50% c a s u a l t i e s  among m i l i t a r y  p e rso n n e l u n if o rm ly  

d is p e rs e d  over  an a re a  o f ab o u t on e sq u a re  m il e . Che mical  we apons a re  n o t 

c o n s id e re d  by  th e  D ep ar tm en t o f  D ef en se  t o  be  s t r a t e g i c  w ea po ns ; th e y  a re  

t a c t i c a l  weapo ns to  be ta r g e te d  a g a in s t m i l i ta r y  f o r c e s , t o  p ro duce  d i r e c t  

c a s u a l t i e s ,  c h a n n e li z e  mov em en t, r e s t r i c t  th e  u se  o f  t e r r a i n ,  i n t e r d ic t  

l i n e s  o f  co m m un ic at io n,  an d d i s r u p t  l o g i s t i c a l  f a c i l i t i e s .

A ltho ug h t h i s  i s s u e  o f  ch em ic a l w a rfa re  pro vokes  v ery  d iv e rg e n t 

o p in io n s , we f e e l  i t  i s  n e c e s s a ry  t o  c o n ti n u e  our p re s e n t programs to

su p p o rt  th e  c u r re n t n a t io n a l  p o l ic y  o f  m a in ta in in g  a d e t e r r e n t / r e t a l i a t o r y  *

c a p a b i l i t y .  I b i s  a re a  i s  under  co n ti n u o u s s c r u t in y ,  ho w ev er , an d a  v ery

co m pr eh en si ve re vi ew  on th e  q u e s ti o n  o f  b in a ry  p ro d u c ti o n  i s  c u r r e n t ly

un de rw ay . The  r e s u l t s  o f t h i s  re v ie w  sh ou ld  become a v a i la b le  in  th e  n ear

f u tu r e .  We wo uld hope  t h a t  th e  S en a te  wo uld n o t move c o n tr a ry  to  th e

D ep a rt m en t' s  pro pose d budget  in  t h i s  a r e a  u n t i l  i t  has th e  b e n e f i t  o f  th e

r e s u l t s  o f  our co m pr eh en sive  in te ra g e n c y  re v ie w .

W ith  r e s p e c t  to  th e  s ix  q u e s t io n s , th e  D ef en se  D ep art m en t' s an sw er s 

a re  as fo ll o w s:
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BUDGET REQUEST

Chairman McClellan. What is included in the Fiscal Year 1975 budget for 
this program? What is the anticipated total production cost of these weapons?

Senator Schlesinger. There is a $5.8 million item in the 1975 budget included 
in Activity 2, Procurement of Ammunition, Army. This amount will provide 
for the procurement and installat ion of equipment in a facility at Pine Bluff 
Arsenal, Arkansas, to produce, load, assemble, and pack the 155mm binary 
projectile XM687. It will not provide authority for production of the 155mm 
binary munition; this will be requested of the Congress only when a production 
decision is made. The facility is being requested at this time since long lead 
time items of equipment must be placed on order in the event of a production 
decision.

The anticipated total production cost of this 155mm binary projectile is 
[deleted].

Chairman McClellan. What has been expended to date in Research and 
Development? Has Research and Development been completed or is i t an ticipated 
additional funds will be required?

Secretary Schlesinger. The Research, Development, Test and Evaluation 
of the 155 mm binary GB projectile has required the expenditure of $7.2 million 
through FY 1974. Included in the FY 1975 budget is $0.8 million which will 
complete the RDT&E on this  item.

Chairman McClellan. Has a decision been reached by the Administration 
as to whether the production funds requested in the FY 1975 budget will be 
used? Is there agreement between your Department and the Department of 
State  with regard to the production of the binary nerve gas weapons?

Secretary Schlesinger. The administration  has requested the funds in FY 
1975 to provide the initi al production facility  at Pine Bluff Arsenal, to procure 
the long lead time items in the event of a late r production decision. This is 
requred if an orderly program of modernization of the deterrent stockpile is 
to be followed. As mentioned previously the question of binary production is 
undergoing comprehensive interagency review.

nerve gas defense capabilities

Chairman McClellan. Describe the relative nerve gas defensive capability 
of the Soviet Union to tha t of the United States. Do you believe the U.S. has 
the Defensive capability to maintain  combat operations in a nerve gas en
vironment?

Secretary Schlesinger. The Soviet Union is believed to be better preiMired 
to operate in a  toxic environment than any other nation in the world. It main
tains  active research and development programs in defensive equipment for 
chemical warfare. Evidence of extensive issues to combat forces of protective 
systems, alarms, medical k its—plus extensive decontamination equipment, real
istic operational training,  and civil defense training—support the conclusion 
tha t Soviet capability to operate in a toxic environment exceeds tha t of the U.S. 
and our NATO allies.

The present U.S. capability  to operate in a toxic environment is limited at 
best. Qualitatively, the U.S. defensive equipment which has been fielded is 
considered equal in capability  to that  of the Soviets. Quantitat ively the U.S. 
lags the Soviets in several areas. [Deleted.] Additional procurement of the 
developed defensive equipment, completion of R&D and procurement of some 
items now in progress, and improved troop train ing would enhance our capabili
ties to operate in a toxic environment. We should point out tha t most of our 
RDT&E funds have been directed toward defensive equipment in recent years, 
and there has been no procurement of lethal chemical munitions, only defensive 
equipment.

advantages of gas weapons

Chairman McClellan. Exactly  what advantage will the binary nerve gas 
weapons provide us over our current  stockpile of nerve gas? Is it your opinion 
tha t the production of these weapons will contribute  to the security of the 
United States.

Secretary Schlesinger. Binary munitions are being planned as a means to 
modernize a portion of our CW warfare deterrent/ retaliator.v  capability, 
[deleted]. These munitions are designed to utilize two re latively harmless chem
icals which, upon initiation of an event such as the firing of an artill ery shell.
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combine dur ing the flight of the munition  to produce the same nerve agent as 
presently  stockpiled for dispe rsion  ove r or on the target . This provides significant 
ope rationa l and safe ty advanta ges  over any othe r known approach  which could 
be selected  for  modernization. Operationally, a binary muni tion will be shipped 
and stored in a “fail-safe” mode, by physica lly sep ara ting  the two non-lethal 
components. This  capability  makes possible the  safe  storage and  handl ing of 
muni tions  aboard warsh ips, during transp ort  to a thea tre  of operations, and in 
depots of CONUS or overseas. Addit ionally, because the binary  components 
are  rela tive ly harmless, the require ment for  high cost toxic  production  and 
transp ortation  facili ties is minimized. Moreover, simplified, low-cost dem ilita ri
zation procedures could be uti lized in th e event of disposal .

The quest ion of how the  prod uctio n of binary muni tions  will con tribute to 
the  secu rity of the United States is expla ined in Mr. Jordan’s sta tem ent  quoted 
above, and this  question is being considered  again in the  interagency review 
mentioned earlie r.

Cha irma n McClellan. Describe the  possible effects on cur ren t tre aty  negotia
tions if the  United  States ini tia tes  prod uctio n of t he binary nerve  gas weapons.

Secretary  Schlesingeb. As recen tly reaffirmed in the summit communique, the 
Adm inist ratio n remains fully comm itted to achiev ing effective internatio nal  
restr ain ts on chemical weapons. The possible  effects of ini tia ting bina ry produc
tion on arms  con trol discussions are  be ing thoroughly addressed  in the  a forem en
tioned A dminis trat ion review of our CW posture .

M IN UTE M AN

Ch airm an  McClellan. Sena tor Brooke.
Se na tor Brooke. Th an k you, Mr . Ch airma n.
Mr. Se cre tar y, in discussions on the  opt ion s on the  Minutem an,  I 

th in k too lit tle  at tenti on  has  been giv en to the  rat ion ale  an d im pli ca 
tio ns  o f yo ur  request for increased  acc ura cy and yie ld cap abilit ies . I 
would like to pose several questio ns in th is reg ard .

Se na tor Brooke. F irs t, why  do you believe it nece ssary to  ha ve both 
increased acc ura cy and  increased yield fo r t he Minutem an?

Se cre tar y Schlesinger . I th in k th at op tion s hou ld be there,  S en ator  
Broo ke, because a t the  prese nt tim e, the options availabl e to us in war 
heads fo r the M inu tem an are q uite  r es tri cti ve . I will sub mi t a  clas sified  
sta tem ent  fo r th e record  in rel ation  to those specific yield s.

[The  in form at ion is c lassified and  ha s been fu rn ish ed  sepa ra tely  to 
the  com mit tee.]

Se cre tar y Schlesinger. W e do no t know, in rel ati on  to the im ple 
menta tion o f a selec tive  response,  w he ther  we w ould  w ant la rg er  yie lds  
or  sma lle r y ield s. 1 believe  t ha t in ma ny circum stance s we would pr e
fer to have sm all er y ield s assoc iated wi th  t hat  hoped-fo r h ighe r degree 
of  accu racy , so as to  reduce po ten tia l fo r colla ter al damage.  But  the  
op tion of  l ar ge r yie lds  sh ould  also be avail ab le in my jud gm ent .

As you  know, since  1966, we have fro zen the  force str uc ture , an d 
since ap prox im ately  1956, we have  been in the  process of  r educ ing  the  
yie lds  avail able in the str ate gic  force. Thi s new pro posal  wou ld give 
us a wi de r ran ge  of  opt ions. At  the  prese nt time, ou r opt ion s are  ex
ceedingly  re str ict ed .

Se na tor Brooke. W ell,  it would ap pe ar  to me th at  the marria ge  of  
the  two cap ab ili tie s would  only make sense i f one is goin g a ft er  an effec 
tive a nd  efficient c ap ab ili ty  again st ha rden ed  ta rg ets such as the missile 
silos.

Se cretary S chlesing er. There a re two asp ect s to  th at  question. Qu ite  
obvious ly, the  acc ura cy of a pa rt icul ar  st ra tegi c miss ile weapon sys 
tem in an o pe rat ion al con tex t will nev er be precisely  know n, we hope.
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We have  nev er flown str ateg ic  miss iles from op era tio na l sit es  to 
opera tio na l ta rg et s.  W ha t we do know is th at the re will  be some deg
rad at ion of acc ura cy in such a con tingen cy as com pared to the ac
curacie s at ta in ed  at  the  t est ran ges . But  we do not know wh eth er  th at  
degradati on  w ill be a 20th of  a nauti ca l mile , a  10th of a nauti cal  mile  
or  two-tenth s of  a nau tic al mile.

CO UNT ER SI LO  CA PA BIL IT IE S

Now, in ad di tio n to that , b oth  sides will be knowledgeable  about t he  
yie lds  of th ei r wa rhe ads. Th ey  will  not  be as knowledgeable  ab ou t 
the ac curacies  of t he  wa rhe ads , which rais es a question about the m ain
tenanc e of  balanc e be tween th e tw o sets of s tra tegi c forces.

Would you give me th e next  ch ar t p lease  ?
[Th e ch ar t fo llow s:]

a
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DEGRADATION

Secretary Schlesinger. This is the chart I believe we previously 
discussed, ce rtainly with the Subcommittee on Arms Control,  In te r
national Law and  Organization of the  Foreign Relations Committee, 
but I think  I have shown you th is chart,  Senator Brooke, in our dis
cussion at breakfas t one morning.

The effect of any degradation in accuracy is that , the side with the 
larger  yield warhead will be seen to have a threat  capability not ava il
able to the side with the lower yield warheads.

Let me have the next chart.
[The chart  follows:]
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U.S. MATC HING OF SOVIET WEAPONRY

Secretary7 Schlesinger. The consequence is that  if the Soviets 
were to proceed with the deployment of thei r new missiles with  the 
large numbers of possible RV’s in an optimized counterforce con
figuration they would have an option not available to the United 
States. As we have discussed before, there is no desire on the pa rt of 
the United States to develop a counterforce  capability. We would 
prefer tha t the  Soviets and ourselves remain as far from tha t as pos
sible, but we do intend to be able to match any Soviet developments 
in this direction. And this proposal would provide us with an option 
to do so.

This chart, I think , demonstrates the problem that we face; tha t
• throw-weight can compensate to a limited but adequate degree for 

. .  accuracy degradations to be expected in the real world. Greater yields
also do the same thing, and that is the problem we face a t the present 
time with the potential improvements in Soviet ICBM forces.

* Senator Brooke. Specifically, Mr. Secretary , in making your request 
for increased accuracy and increased yields, are you seeking an effec
tive and efficient capabil ity agains t hardened targets?

Secretary Schlesinger. If,  by that question, you were refe rring to 
a limited number of hardened targets , the answer is “Yes.” I f, by that 
question, you are referring  to what is sometimes called a first-strike 
disarming  capability , the answer is “No.”

For  reasons tha t we have gone into previously, such a disarming 
capability is beyond the aspirations of  either the United States or the 
Soviet Union. It  cannot be obtained by eithe r side.

Senator Brooke. The missile silos would not lie included then as a 
target ?

Secretary Schlesinger. An individual missile silo, of course, could 
be destroyed by an accurate hard target kill RV. The question is. what 
number of missile silos, with what degree of confidence? I  would like 
to have the opportuni ty to have you to be briefed with regard to this 
overall force composition, which I recognize is a matter of concern 
to you, a matter of continuing concern to you. Senator.

Senator Brooke. To continue along the same line in view of im
provements in increased accuracy and increased yields, can Soviet 
planners afford not to assume we are embarking on the first steps 
of a program to obtain first-strike capabi lity against a sizeable por 
tion of their fixed land-based missiles ?

• Secretary Schlesinger. I think, the answer to the question is th at 
the Soviets must recognize the two points that you have made. Fir st, 
tha t these are  the first steps; that is. the R. & D. steps. Second, th at 
such an improved U.S. ICBM force could impact on a significant

* propor tion numerically of thei r forces, bu t not a significant portion 
in terms of their ability to destroy American cities.

As I  indicated before, we cannot take awav from the Soviets their  
ability  to retalia te against American cities. In addition , Soviet plan 
ners should recognize tha t there will be continuing uncertainty about 
accuracy on both sides and that,  consequently under no conditions can 
eithe r side obtain a h igh confidence disarming capabili ty against even 
the ICBM component of the overall st rategic force of the other side.

Senator  Brooke. Then, assume such an assumption on the pa rt of 
the Soviets, would tha t not give tremendous leverage to Soviet hard-

37 -1 9 9  0  -  74  -  15
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liners who may desire to convince the Germans as to the merits of pre
empting first-strikes under crisis ?

Secretary  Schlesinger. I think , the answer to that,  Senator, is tha t 
they would attempt to exploit  it for tha t purpose. Almost anything 
that  is a characteristic-----

Senator Brooke. Turn it around, would not the simila r Soviet ca
pabi lity give similar leverage to  hardliners in  our country?

Secretary  Schlesinger. I think tha t is right . I th ink't he  charac
teristic of these debates, if one can divide the part icipa nts in both 
countries into sof tliners and hardliners, is tha t the softline rs will use 
any development on the other  side to justi fy a softline, and tha t the 
hardliners will use any development on the other side to justify  a 
hardline. It  is kind of built into the natu re of things. *

When the 1 nited States fails to react, the Soviet hardl iners will 
say, “ You see, just a little bit more and we can obtain strategic su
periori ty, because they are fail ing  to react.”

On the o ther hand, if  the United States does react, the Soviet hard- *
liners will say, “We must compete.” The softliners will take a different 
position. So, I  think tha t your statement is quite pertinent, Senator, 
but I  would prefer  to put  it  in tha t broader context.

Senator  Brooke. I asked the last question because you stated that 
the possessions of both sides of an effective and efficient counterforce,
ICBM capabili ty, is inherently an unstable situation. I thin k I am 
paraphrasing  you correctly.

Secretary  Schlesinger. I think tha t I stated many times—would 
you show the next chart, please.

[The cha rt fo llows:]
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Secretary Schlesinger. Augmentation of missile throwweight and, 
of course, augmentation of the capabilities of both forces reduces sta
bility between the two sides. It  is inherently destabilizing in tha t 
relative sense. But it is not inherently destabilizing in the absolute 
sense; namely, tha t it would bring about a wholly unstabilized situ
ation. I  believe. Senator Brooke, that we must keep in mind two objec- . 
tives. They are objectives that I hope the Soviets share—the objectives 
of both armed stability and armed balance.

I would prefer  that  we stabilize both forces at a low level. I hat 
would maintain higher s tabil ity for both sides and would be more in 
the interests of both sides than the pursuit of g reater strategic capa
bilities on both sides. But the United States must not permit itself to 
fall behind the Soviet Union in strategic  capabilities, and that  is *
what I  mean by force balance as well as force stability.

Senator Brooke. Mr. Secreta ry,' it is possible t ha t the coupling of 
yield and accuracy improvement would provoke the Soviets to develop 
a large attack force tha t could be applicable in a crisis situation such >
that  would be vitia ting our counterforce threat ?

Secretary  Schlesinger. The problem, as I  see it, is that the Soviets 
are already embarked on such a program. The new ICBM develop
ments we have seen in the past year all point in that direction. Le t me 
tick them off.

First, the addition of onboard computers, obviously, designed for 
both MIRVing  and accuracy.

Second, the development of higher Beta warheads, also denoting 
an in terest in greater accuracy.

Third, the fact of MIRVing , which in and of itself, with these 
high yield warheads and a general tendency to attempt to improve 
accuracy, indicates an interest in counterforce.

The Soviets have already indicated they are going in tha t direction, 
and that  is the source of U.S. concern. With these large yield warheads, 
with the large amount of missile throwweight that  they have, they can 
go precisely in that direction. I share your concerns about these mat
ters. but I  suggest tha t the thrust toward destabilization is not coming 
from the United States.

Senator Brooke. One of the assumptions upon which th is is predi
cated. your alteration in these capabilities, is tha t it lends greater 
capabilities to the extent of the American deterrent shield due to a 
lowered rate of collateral damage that would occur in use of our 
nuclear weapons. Since you are talk ing about both greater yield and 4
increased accuracy, how can you confidently antic ipate lower levels of 
collateral damage?

Secretary Schlesinger. Senator,  it is only on the basis of pa rticular 
assumptions that one can come to that  conclusion. I cannot state—I w
cannot guarantee that  tha t would be the outcome. All tha t I have
suggested is. that it is far better to respond with selective strikes so 
that,  if the opponent behaves rationally, the war can be te rminated  
before one goes to all-out city bombing rathe r than to have a strategy 
which is based on all-out city bombing at the outset.

Xow. those are the alternatives. I cannot guarantee  the success of 
a limited response to a limited attack . I can only sav tha t it has a 
much higher  opportunity  for success in restric ting damage than a 
strategy that  depends upon massive response at the very outset.



227

Senator Brooke. One question tha t has not been fully examined 
is that of the cost involved in increasing yields of our nuclear weapons. 
While I realize that targeting accuracy increase may be relative ly 
inexpensive, I  think you have so s tated, if you so term $300 million, 
I think that is the figure, you suggest a lot of money, but it is relatively 
inexpensive. I  won’t argue, but I am not convinced the device for in
creased yield capab ility will be similarly  inexpensive to  acquire.

COST ESTIMATES FOR YIELD IMPROVEMENTS

Will you provide  the  committee the cost projections for anticipated 
yield improvements ?

* Secretary Sciilesinger. We will be delighted to do so.
[The information follows:]

Cost estimates for yield improvements  are  dependent on a number of assump
tions, but  the general level of expenditure can be indicated. Cost can be divided 

4  into  two components, those associated with Department of Defense resea rch,
development  and procurement, and those similar  costs for the  Atomic Energy 
Commission.

With respec t to the  Depar tme nt of Defense, research  and development costs 
are  pr oj ec te d a t (d ele te d) w hi le  pr od uc tion  of  su ffi cie nt  new RV s an d sp ar es  to  
load [deleted] is est imated a t [deleted 1.

The Atomic Energy Commission projects  a  cost of about [deleted] for resea rch, 
development and  test and [dele ted] for production.

Tn sum, we see the cost to retrofit  [dele ted] as approximately [dele ted],

ESCALATION OF ARMS RACE

Senator Brooke. As we increase our yield and improve our accuracy 
as well as develop the MARV the Soviets will take our action as p ro
vocative and in turn  will it likely result in an increasingly costly 
escalation of the arms race? Have you analyzed the possible actions of 
the proposed initiative with respect to their  counterinitiative?

Secretary  Sciilesinger. I think, with regard to the MARV being 
developed by the Navy, th at the MARV is essentially a hedge against 
the deployment of ABM systems bv the Soviets, were the treaty to be 
abandoned by the Soviet Union and were there to be a massive break
out of ABM forces. I believe that the MARV is useful for the purposes 
tha t we share in provid ing a restraint on any inclination by Soviet 
hardliners to break out of the ABM treaty.

Tha t means, if we have the ability to penetrate such defenses, that 
» the desirability  of acqu iring such defenses is diminished. We are doing

experiments in MARV’s. but this tvpe of MARV is, in my judgment, 
inherently  less accurate than would be the MIRV.

Senator  Brooke. Now. yesterday, Secretary Kissinger was asked 
* the value of the thresho ld test ban. and he reportedly stated—and I

want to quote—“It  would make more difficult the combination of  im
proved accuracy and larg er yield, which may again bring about a s it
uation  in which a premium will be put on a first strike .”

Now. is this not the verv danger your proposed initiative threatens 
to make ?

Secretary Sciilesinger. I think the first half of Dr. Kissinger’s 
statement is correct, tha t a threshold test ban precluding the optimiza
tion of nuclear weapons to throwweight would inhibit the development 
of the capability tha t you are talkin g about. Tn my judgment the
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rhetoric at the end of tha t statement does not accurately describe the 
military balance as we know it today or  as we will perspectively know 
it. The discussions of premium on a first strike just do not comport with 
nuclear war as I understand it. That  hypothetical concept, nuclear war 
is not attractive, it would be the most agonizing decision tha t any 
leader of the I'n ited States  or the Soviet Union or any additional 
power would have to take, and to talk about the premium on a first 
strike  as suggesting that this is a decision that could be lightly under
taken, strikes me as being a rhetorical flourish which should not be 
taken as a description of the underp innings of real ity.

Senator B rooke. Then you disagree with the Secretary of State’s 
second part of his statement yesterday ?

Secretary Schlesinger. What I was suggesting is some qualifica- •
tion of the phrase “premium on a first-strike.” As long as it is under
stood that improvements of these capabilities marginally alter cal
culations.

Senator  B rooke. I can't agree with you. *
Secretary Schlesinger. In that—excuse me. Senator.
Senator B rooke. Go ahead, continue.
Secretary  Schlesinger. As long as it is understood tha t this is a 

display of tendency, the second part of the statement is understand
able. The phrase “put a premium on a first-strike,” was first employed 
in a period of time when we had all of our strategic capability  at 
some 50 SAC bases. Now our strategic capabil ity and the strategic 
capabili ty of the Soviet Union are well dispersed and protected and 
there is no way, no way o f obtaining a d isarming capability  by eithe r 
side. To use tha t phrase to cover both si tuations strikes me as perhaps 
ambiguous.

Senator  B rooke. Well, I have to agree in the understanding of the 
statement in its totality, as you said. One part is correct and the other 
is rhetorical flourish. I  am try ing  to ascertain what our Government’s 
position is relative to the improved accuracy and large yield,  whether  
the Government feels that this will put us in a situation in which a 
premium will be put on a first strike.

Apparently , from what the Secretary of Sta te said, at least he feels 
tha t it would or could, or tha t is one, it  could bring about a situation 
where a premium would be put on a first strike, and you, as Secretary 
of Defense, do not believe this is the case. Have you and the Secretary 
of State discussed th is matter,  and does the Secretary of State agree 
with you on this matter—a disagreement between the State Depart- *
ment and Defense Depar tment, and, if that is true, what is the admin
istra tion’s position?

Secretary  Schlesinger. I think tha t the administration’s position 
is reflected in the  budget request th at  lies before this committee. *

Senator  B rooke. There is a difference of opinion between the Secre
tary  of State  and the Secretary of Defense on this issue?

Secretary Schlesinger. I think that you would have to  inquire of 
Dr. Kissinger with regard to that. I think there is a difference in t er
minology and that  Dr. Kissinger did employ.a strong phrase there.
I am not sure whether he believes that  that  phrase, taken literal ly,
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represents the realities of the nuclear balance as we understand  it at 
the present time.

There is, however, one aspect about his comment tha t should be 
noted, and that is the desire to bilate rally constrain the options on 
both sides and tha t ties in with the whole nature of the arms lim itation 
agreements.

Senator Brooke. Well, this is precisely why some of us felt, Mr. 
Chairman, that  there should have been more debate on this  mat ter 
when it came up in the au thorization bill before the  Senate and th at  is 
why I cosponsored with Senator McIntyre the  amendment. It  does not 
mean we felt the Secretary of Defense was not right. We don’t know. 
We just felt we needed more time, and this  should be ra ised to the 
level of a national debate, which, in the opinion of several of  us, it was 
not a fact. It  was the same thing  with ABM.

A few Members of the Congress and hardly anybody in the country 
knew what the  ABM was all about when we first started on the ABM. 

a So, it was a job of  education, of information, and i t was at some point
raised to the level of a national debate.

I think, when you and I had breakfast several months ago, you 
were, most gracious at the time, and I suggested to you then I thought 
this was a subject tha t certainly  merited being raised to the level of 
a national debate. I think, if you star t talk ing about accuracy and 
yield, and MARV, I don’t know what percentage of Americans would 
understand what you are talking about. I  don’t want to cast aspersions 
on my colleagues, but many of my colleagues didn’t know what we 
were, talkin g about when we had a closed session, as you will recall.

I intend to pursue  this fur ther  in the Appropria tions Committee. 
I want to know. Mr. Secretary, not because I am in total disagree
ment with you. I certain ly do not question your motives. They have 
always been high, and I have the greatest respect for you, but here we 
have the Secretary  of State saying something which I think  is im
portan t, and we have the Secretary of Defense saying what, I cer
tainly  can’t submit to, and many of  us can't submit to, and I feel we 
ought to know really more about this, all of the information we possi
bly can before we begin to get increased accuracy and increased 
yield, which could put us in a situation  which the Secretary of State 
said, “would put  the premium on a first-strike capabi lity,” which the 
President of the United  States has on several occasions—I remember 
saying in a le tter—he said at that time, your Pres iden t’s adviser, Mel- 

w vin Laird, said. “We are not seeking a first-strike capability.” I don’t
deny that, but it is not always what you did, but what impression you 
give rathe r than what you are doing. And these are serious things.

This might lx? the most important  issue on which this Congress 
w votes in this year of 1974. We are changing. I think, our whole s tra

tegic doctrine possibly. You may say. “No.” but there  is a possibility 
we are changing our whole strategic doctrine, and I think it has been 
given a minimum of a ttention when it should have been given a maxi
mum of a ttention.

Secretary  Schlesixger. Well. Senator, of course. I agree with you 
in large degree. I hope I have been responsive to all the issues. I 
have attempted to illuminate these issues as much as possible.

With  regard to Mr. La ird ’s statement and the President’s state
ment, T hope tha t I have made clear my own position that a disarming 
first-strike capability  is not within the grasp  of either side.
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With  regard to the change in our strategic doctrine, I can cer
tainly  say this is a substantial change. I have attempted to dist inguish  
between those elements tha t changed the doctrine and those elements 
tha t affect the charac teristics or size of the force structure. The siz
ing of the force structure is an issue tha t I hope will be pruden tly 
resolved by both sides during the ongoing SAL T discussions.

The change in doctrine by itself. I regard as beneficial in enhanc
ing the deterrents. There  are certain elements involved here tha t fall 
into both positions, such as accuracy. As I  indicated before, I do not 
thin k tha t accuracy improvements are indispensable to the changing 
doctrine. I believe tha t they contribute to it. I think tha t these points 
are ones that  you have understood, and that  understanding by your
self and others has contributed to the enlightenment of the strategic 
debate, as extensive or as limi ted as it has been.

Senator  B rooke. I thin k we have a responsibility, and I won’t go 
too fa r because the chairman has been most generous with  time, but I 
think we have a respoinsibi lity to inform and educate the American 
public. We have gases, we have tanks, we have bombers and nuclear 
weapons and tactical nuclear weapons and the like, and the Ameri
can public has to learn and to understand what we are involved in. 
I don’t think we should keep them in the dark on what we are doing 
now insofar as our strategic doctrine is concerned.

The media does not write much about it. Only a few members of the 
media are sophisticated enough to understand the subject, and they 
generally  write to a sophisticated audience and for scientific journals 
and the like, and the masses of the people don’t read them.

I thought maybe we could reduce it and bring it down to where the 
people can a t least understand what we talk  about, a possible change 
in development, what dete rren t means and what not. I hope the De
fense Department as well as Congress and the  executive branch of the 
Government recognize this responsibility  and will educate the Ameri
can public.

I th ink the first thing tha t can be done is a real healthy national de
bate on this, and that is why I hated to see th is just rush through  the 
Senate, as, in my opinion, it was rushed through the Senate on the au
thorizat ion bill. I  hope the same fate will not occur when the appro
priations bill comes before us.

Secretary  Schlesinger. I share  your desire for national  debate. T 
believe I have attempted to outline, not only in congressional testi
mony. but in the annual Defense Report, the underp innings  with re
gard to these changes in capability as well as changes in doctrine.

I would, i f I might, make th is observation, Senator. What we are 
dealing with here is s trictly tha t politics is the art of the possible, 
diplomacy is the art of the possible, and arms control is the art of the 
possible. It requires responsiveness on both sides, bilate ral, to make 
effective arms control agreements. It  is not something tha t could be 
unilaterally  achieved by the United States.

Now, in this connection, I would reiterate my earlie r observation 
tha t the United States has been reducing the megatonnage and the 
yields of individual weapons for many years. This has been going 
down steadily. We reached a peak in terms of strategic offensive 
megatonnage, I  believe, in 1964. Now. we are talk ing about warheads 
tha t represent  approximate ly 1 percent of the yield, for example, of
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the SS-9 warhead. While I appreciate your concern with rega rd to 
enhancing yields of American weapons, I think we should recognize 
tha t arms control is the a rt of the possible and tha t large yield Soviet 
weapons are equivalently  a concern to ourselves. I f the Soviets uni
laterally  develop and deploy large yield weapons, that impacts on the 
arms balance.

Senator Brooke. I don’t want to get into this, because we can get 
into a long discussion on the merits and how many MIR V’s and 
MARV’s and all of that,  but I think we all seek the same goals. I t is 
a question of how do we best achieve it.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary, very much.
Chairman McClellan. Thank you, Senator Brooke.

0 I would like to also thank you, Mr. Secretary , and your staff, for
their cooperation.

Secretary Schlesinger. Mr. Chairman, it has been a pleasure to be 
here.

A  SUB COMM ITTEE RECESS

Chairman McClellan. Thank you. The subcommittee will recess 
until 2 p.m., Tuesday, Ju ly 16.

[Whereupon, a t 3:55 p.m., Tuesday, June 25, the subcommittee was 
recessed to reconvene at 2 p.m., Tuesday, Ju ly 16.]
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OF T H E  A IR  FO RCE

BUDGET AM EN DM EN TS

Ch airm an  McClellan . The subcom mit tee will come to ord er.
Th is aft ern oon the  subcom mit tee will receive te stimo ny in su pport, of  

fiscal y ear 1975 bud get  am endmen ts.
On May 30. the  Congres s received a bud get  amend ment req ues ting 

$1.1 mil lion  for  the  De fen se M anp ower C omm ission.
On Ju ne  24, the Pr es iden t tra ns mitt ed  amend ments  which increase 

the  De pa rtm en t of  Defen se fiscal ye ar  1975 budget request by 
$1,474,100,000.

These amend ments  rai se the tot al fiscal ye ar  1975 request to  be con 
sidered by  the  committ ee to $87 bill ion.

The first witn ess will  be the Assis tan t Se cretary of  Defense , Comp 
trol le r Terence E . M cClary .

Mr.  Se cre tary.



234

Mr. McClary. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I have a 
prepared statement tha t I believe you have in your hands. At your 
option I can read that  or summarize in a few minutes.

Chairman McClellan . The prepared statement will be pr inted in 
the record in full a t the conclusion of your remarks. You may proceed 
to summarize it.

Mr. McClary. Mr. Chairman, we are requesting ail amendment to 
the fiscal year 1975 appro priat ion request in the amount of $1,474 
million.

Specifically, we are asking for $894 million for increase in petroleum 
prices, $353 million for cost of living increase for milit ary retirees,
$140 million for increased payments for Wage Board employees, and
$87 million for legislation enacted in this session related to flight pay, »
enlisted bonuses, and payments to medical officers.

Of this amount. $438 million had already been included in the 
Jan uar y budget request as an allowance for contingencies to cover 
costs of anticipated  pay increases and proposed legislative items. *
Thus, there are only $1,036 million in increases in the amended budget 
request above that amount previously planned.

Chairman McClellan . Please explain that again.
Mr. McClary. We are asking for $1,474 million in appropriat ions.

Of tha t amount, we had previously included in the contingency $438 
million, so tha t the new budget authority asked for is $1,036 million.

Chairman McClellan . So you are not asking for $1,474 million.
Mr. McClary. Xot in new budget authority . Keep in mind we previ

ously had $2.2 billion of contingency. This $2.2 billion was to take care 
of various items we anticipated would occur after  our submission that 
would require additional appropriations. Among these items were the 
various legislative proposals, pay increases, and so forth. We are asking 
for $438 million of the $2.2 billion contingency now. We are also asking 
for an additional $1 billion, $36 million more not covered bv the con
tingency estimates, so tha t our budget, authority request goes from 
$92.9 billion to $93.9 billion. That is the total budget authority  tha t 
we. are now asking for.

Chairman McClellan . You are asking for $1 billion more?
Mr. McClary. Yes, sir. Beyond what we had initia lly planned.
Chairman McClellan . What is confusing to me, why do you show 

the figure o f $1,474 billion and say you are only asking for $1,036 
billion?

Mr. McClary. It  is a matter of a formal transmission of a budget »
request. Keep in mind that in Jan uary while we submitted a budget 
request of $92.9 billion, we only requested $90.6 billion in app ropri
ations. We informed you at that  time and included in the 1975 budget 
request, tha t the total amount we were going to ask fo r would be $2.2 *
billion higher  than that. We transmitted that in Jan uary and said we 
would submit $2.2 billion more later.

We do have in tha t statement—if you want to discuss tha t item 
further, we can go to table No. 2. At the top of the line there off to 
the right you will see $2,242 million. That is the contingency.

Chairman McClellan . Ts this replacing money you have already 
spent ?

Mr. McClary. No, sir. Let me try to get another schedule here.
Here is a schedule of what we transmit ted there at the top.
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Chairman McClellan. What does this a ll add  up to?
Mr. McClary. In this request we are using $438 million of the con

tingency mentioned there, meaning that  the difference-----
Chairman McClellan. $438 million?
Mr. McClary. Yes, meaning beyond that  $1 billion dollars that  

would be added on to the final figure you see at  the bottom of the page.
Chairman McClellan. $92 billion?
Mr. McClary. Yes. Now we are asking  another $ billion beyond 

what had been anticipa ted in the plan at the time of the submission 
of the budget.

Senator Young . You speak of the contingency funds. Is tha t fiscal 
1974 money?

Mr. McClary. No, that would be in 1975, that is included both for 
new obligational auth ority as well as an ticipated outlays on the pa rt 
of the President's request, so it does per tain to outlays as well as to 
new obligational authorities.

Chairman McClellan. H ow much are you requesting th is commit
tee to appropriate?

Mr. McClary. $1,474 million.
Chairman McClellan. So that $1,474 million is what you are asking 

us to appropr iate ?
Mr. McClary. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. Why do you confuse it with unnecessary 

materia l ?
Mr. McClary. The additional numbers shown in the presentation  

are so that  we may give you a track, a full perspective of where we are 
today compared to our original estimates.

Chairman McClellan. In other words, you are asking for $1 bil
lion more than  you told us you would ask for.

Mr. McClary. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. The total  is $1,474 million of appropria tions 

request ?
Mr. McClary. Yes, sir. Tha t is correct.
Chairman McClellan. The $474 million is old authority?
Mr. McClary. No, sir. It  is what we anticipa ted at the time of the 

initia l submission of the budget tha t we would be asking for later. 
That along with other items aggregating $2,242 million.

Senator Young . $2,446 million is taken out of the contingency 
which we have not passed yet?

Mr. McClary. That, is right.  If is confusing, sir.
Chairman McClellan. There should be some way to present th is in 

a more simplified form.
General Kjellstrom. The President’s budget request contained de

tailed appropriation  requests of $90.6 billion. And in the narrat ive of 
the President’s budget request he stated there would be future re
quirements presented to the Congress of approximately  $2.2 billion.

Chairman McClellan. $2.2 billion ?
General Kjellstrom. R ight. That is the figure estimated previously. 

Today’s request is $1,474 million consisting of $438 million we had 
planned on submitting originally as reflected in the contingency and 
$1,036 million of additional requirements not foreseen.

Why the difference of a billion? The difference is because of the un
foreseen fuel price increases and the other items included here, Mr.
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Chairman. The numbers are confusing because the original detailed 
appropriation request tha t the Congress is acting upon did not include 
the contingency request.

This is the confusion factor that has existed over the period of  the  
last 5 years tha t I have been before you because the contingency fund 
is something that comes forth at a later time as par t of a supplemental 
or part of a budget amendment.

ES TI M ATE S D E TE R M IN IN G  AL LO WAN CE  FOR CON TI NGEN CIE S

Senator Y oung . Wh at were the estimates used in determining the 
allowance for contingencies in the January budget request?

Mr. McClary. As you will note on table 2 of my statement, I repeat 
the distribut ion of the contingency estimates forwarded by the Pres
ident on page 191 of the  budget. These estimates are :

Mill io n!
Civil ian and mili tary  pay rai ses __________________________________.$2, 000
All-volunteer force ______________________________________________  153
Mil itary reti rement systems refo rm_________________________________  55
Other legis lation__________________________________________________  34

Total contingency est imate __________________________________ 2, 242
Senator Y oung . What changes have occurred in the amounts esti

mated in the allowance for contingencies?
Mr. McClary. After applying  the appropria te contingency esti

mates to this amendment. $1,804 million remains. This balance is the 
net result of increased re tired  pay costs and legislative proposals not 
enacted or enacted in a fashion requiring fewer funds. The balance will 
be app lied as necessary to finance those civilian and military pay in
creases that will be forwarded in a supplemental late r in the fiscal 
year. Our disposition of the estimates is detailed on table 2 of my 
statement.

Senator Y oung. If  you can absorb tha t much from the contingency 
funds, why couldn’t you absorb the full amount ?

General K.tellstrom. Because the balance is reserved for supple
mental pay requirements.

General F ish. We never planned  to absorb it. Tt is a statement of 
what we think it will cost us in supplementa l later.

Senator Y oung . T am ta lkin g of the  total budget. Ts there any way 
you could absorb this out of your total budget ?

General F ish. No. *
Senator Y oung . What is the total budget?
Mr. McClary. It  is now $93.9 billion  of budget author ity. Included 

in that  $93.9 billion is a contingency amount to cover a supplemental 
which will be submitted for the October 1 military and civilian pay *
increases. We estimate that  to be $1.5 billion, assuming a 6.4 percent 
pav increase.

If  the pay increase should become roughly 8 percent, then we would 
have to ask for $500 million more. So the billion and a half  is simply 
an estimate of what we think the pay raise will be.

We shall also be asking at a late r time an estimated $215 million 
for wage board increases.

Senator Y oung . We are wondering  where we are going to get this 
$10 billion cut the Chairman of the Federal Reserve requests.



237

Chairman McClellan . The  President has recommended a reduction 
of $5 billion in fiscal year  1975 Federal expenditures. The Chairman 
of the Federal Reserve Board recommends that  fiscal year 1975 out
lays be reduced by $10 billion.

The budget amendments which you speak in support  of  add $1,474 
billion in new obligational authority  for fiscal year 1975. W hat is the  
figure translated to outlays for fiscal year 1975 ?

The Jan uary budget submission estimated Defense outlays to be 
$85.8 billion for  fiscal year 1975. Am I correct tha t the amendments 
which the committee is now considering are not included within the 
$85.8 billion expenditure figure?

Mr. McClary . We estimate tha t the outlays associated with the 
fiscal year 1975 amendment amounted to $851 million. Al though these 
outlays were not wholly included in our original estimate of $85.8 
billion, congressional reductions to the fiscal year 1974 supplemental 
and actions to date  on the fiscal yea r 1975 budget request will reduce 
outlays in fiscal year 1975 in greater amounts than the amendment 
of $1,474 million  will add. Therefore we should be able to stay  wi thin 
the $85.8 billion estimate.

Chairman McClellan . H ow  much did we appropriate  for con
tingencies?

Mr. McClary . T hat  is the $2,242 million tha t we had previously in
formed you we would be asking for in supplemental appropriations.

Chairman McClellan . You previously to ld us you would make re
quests in the fu ture  fo r $2,242 million?

Mr. McClary . Yes, sir. Of tha t amount we are now asking for 
$438 million.

Chairman McClellan . $438 million of the $2,242 million.
Mr. McClary . The contingency; yes, sir.
In addition we a re asking for another $1,036 million. Tha t makes 

a total of $1,474 million.
Chairman McClellan . Why don’t you just tell us what we are ask

ing for?
Mr. McClary . We can do that. On the schedule I think  we can 

simplify, it is an oversimplification, but we have two items in the 
column of four there. The cost of l iving increase for military retirees 
of $353 million.

Chairman McClellan . Yes, proceed.
Mr. McClary . At the bottom the $87 million for the legislation 

enacted in this session. Those two items were included in the contin
gency.

Chairman McClellan . Why doesn’t all of this  come out of the 
contingency ?

Mr. McClary . Because the remainder of the contingency was 
planned to cover the supplemental for the civilian and milita ry pay 
increases that will probably take effect October 1. Tha t will be govem- 
mentwide, not only for Defense but for the entire Government. So 
our supplemental pay b ill will be included with all other departments 
and agencies and our estimate  is tha t it will amount to $1.5 billion 
based on a 6.4-percent pay increase. In addition  we have a little over 
$200 million in the contingency for wage boards which will also be 
included with all other departm ents and agencies in the pay supple
mental. So we are being consistent.
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Chairman McClellan. You propose a hypothetical figure and t hat  is your contingency?
Mr..McClary. Yes. Another way to do th at would be fo r us to in

clude in our regular  appropriation requests each year the amounts that 
we really anticipate for wage increases. That is another way to do it. 
but that is not compatible with the Office of Management and Budget 
regulations, therefore, we are being consistent across the Government.

Chairman McClellan. You are being consistent with their  system 
of presenting a budget: is that what you are saving?

Mr. McClary. Yes, sir.
Chairman Mc( lellan. I think they should devise a simpler method.
Senator Young . If  we don t get our regular Defense appropria

tion bill passed by the first o f October, then of course we would have 
to add pay increases to that  or pass a separate bill?

Mr. McClary. Yes; normally as you know, like last year, we had 
the pay supplemental accompany the regula r—the pay supplemental 
for 1974 accompany the 1975 budget.

Senator Young . In  a regular  supplemental bill ?
Mr. McClary. Yes.
Chairman McClellan. Am I correct in assuming tha t you did not 

contemplate in the original contingencies the $894.5 million price increase?
Mr. McClary. Th at is r ight , the price increases for POL were not 

included as a contingency item.
Chairman McClellan. You d idn’t anticipate contingency funds?
Mr. McClary. Yes. sir.
Chairman McClellan. That is true for the $139.6 million increase as well.
Mr. McClary. Yes, sir. We did not ant icipate the expiration of the 

economic controls tha t tha t part icular wage board increase is tied to.
Senator Young. What is your total budget for petroleum? The 

increase in prices here indicates $894 million. I think the increased cost 
to the military, because you purchased more overseas, may be higher 
than the increased cost to the average consumer in the United States. 
Is that  true?

Mr. McClary. You have asked several questions. We formerly pur
chased about 50 percent of our fuel overseas, and we formerly had very 
attractive prices relative to indust ry, formerly. Since the Arab em
bargo. and now that we are on a mandatory  allocation system, the 
prices we now pay for fuel are not so favorable, relative to industry.

Senator  Young. What I am tr ying to get at, has the price of petro
leum to the Defense Department increased more than that  to the 
average citizen of the United States?

Mr. McClary. Yes; par tly  because we had such favorable prices 
originally . The cost of a ba rrel in 1973 was roughly $5 a barrel. The 
cost in 1974 was roughly $10 a barrel , and the cost in 1975 is about 
$15 a barrel. That represents the cost in each of those years.

Senator Young. Because you have to use a higher percentage of 
foreign oil than domestic oil ?

Mr. McClary. Xo, si r; because the price of oil. foreign or domestic, 
has increased to that level and under  the mandatory  allocation process, 
we do not receive more favorable prices.

Chairman McClellan. Do you pay about the same price for domes
tic as for Arab oil?
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Mr. McClary. Yes, sir.
Chairman McClellan. Domestic oil producers are charging  the 

same price as the Arabs?
Mr. McClary. Tha t is true.
Chairman McClellan. Is there any explanation whatsoever tha t 

justifies a tripl e increase in the last 2 years in the cost of petroleum 
produced in this country?

Mr. McClary. N o, sir; I do not believe tha t the  domestic costs have 
increased in the same magnitude as the prices to the Department of 
Defense.

Chairman McClellan. As I recall, the Department of  Defense paid 
about $5.60 a barre l in 1973.

Mr. McClary. In  1973, per barrel.
Chairman McClellan. And in fiscal 1971 the price rose to $10.
Mr. McClary. On the average we paid $10.
Chairman McClellan. N ow  in fiscal 1975 it is going to cost us $15 

per barrel ?
Mr. McClary. Tha t is about right .
Chairman McClellan. That applies  to domestic, as well as Arab 

oil?
Mr. McClary. Y es.
Chairman McClellan. Wha t justification can there be for petro

leum prices increasing at such rates?
Mr. McClary. As I mentioned, p art  of the prices we paid  in 1973 

were due to the favorable  opportuni ties of the Defense Departm ent to 
go out and get competitive bids for very large quantit ies of fuel.

Chairman McClellan. The oil companies in this country didn ’t 
lose any money in fiscal 1973.

Mr. McClary. N o, sir ; but we presume that  they were operat ing 
profitably.

Chairman McClellan. But they are making three times as much 
now.

Mr. McClary. We cannot realistical ly comment on oil company 
profits. But we do know tha t we are not in a competitive situation 
now. The oil that  we get domestically comes under the mandatory 
allocation where the  Federal Energy Administration  directs the oil 
companies to furnish us with fuel.

Chairman McClellan. They ask whatever they want to?
Mr. McClary. Then we negotiate with them, and it is in that nego

tiation that we are not receiving as favorable a pr icing  as we did pre
viously under a competitive situation where we asked many oil com
panies to bid and they were all anxious and hungry for the money.

Chairman McClellan. Do you feel like the Government is get ting 
gouged in this situation ?

Mr. McClary. There are instances where we feel we are paying too 
much and have asked the Federa l Energy Office to investigate those 
part icular cases.

Chairman McClellan. I can appreciate that fuel prices go up as 
the cost of living goes up, but I can’t see any justification for a 200- 
percent increase. It  looks to  me tha t American consumers are being 
taken advantage of.

Staff just handed me a notation tha t the Defense Department 
extended an invitation for the oil companies to bid and was extended 
to 93 oil companies with only one response. Is that  true ?
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Mr. Mc Clary. Tha t was some time ago, prio r to the mandatory  
allocation program. Subsequent to the Arab embargo, we have not had 
a competitive situation in the United States. We do feel—this is only 
optimism—we do feel currently  there is more production than con
sumption worldwide, and that  in time we may find the opportunity to 
get back in a competitive position where perhaps these prices that' we 
are paying by the Government will go down. There  is some optimism 
in tha t regard. That is principally  because production right now is 
exceeding consumption. If  tha t continues, it could break this price 
situation . We are hopeful for  that.

Chairman Mc Clellan . All right , proceed. Do you need to present 
anything else, Mr. Secretary?

Mr. Mc Clary. We may comment on quantities of oil that we are *using.
Chairman Mc Clellan . In regard  to thi s increased appropriation , is 

there a factor  of increased consumption involved in tha t cost?
Mr. Mc Clary. With respect to oil, in 1973 our consumption was •

279.5 million—let’s call it 280 million barrels, and in 1974 we had sig
nificant reductions bring ing it down to 199 million barrels. In our 
President ’s request we asked fo r 245 million barrels, and we have now 
modified that request to 226 million barrels.

So since we submitted the orig inal budget we have reduced our esti
mated consumption by 19 million barrels. So we have a significant 
reduction from 1973. specifically 53 million barrels, and also we are 
reducing the volume here from the original budget. Again the result of 
conservation measures and procedures that we have been taking.

Chairman M c Clellan . H ow  were we able to reduce it to  199 million 
in 1974?

Mr. Mc Clary. In 1974 it was an unusual situation, we cut back on 
flying and cut back on steaming to such a point that we became con
cerned tha t we might adversely impact readiness. We cut back too fa r 
and over a period of time we could not sustain those levels without 
degrad ing our readiness posture.

Chairman Mc Clellan . What do you mean you could not sustain 
these levels?

Mr. Mc Clary. Not while main taining the readiness of the 
organization.

Chairman Mc Clellan . You wouldn’t have fliers as well trained?
Mr. Mc Clary. Yes. sir. That  is correct. We had some s tatistics on 

accident rates and things of tha t sort that we could assess and con- %
eluded that  we could not maintain the consumption cutbacks. We 
are now at what we consider the prudent minimum of flying time, fly
ing hours. We have also effected economies throughout the organiza
tion for conserving of fuel.

Chairman Mc Clellan . Did we furnish a lot of fuel in fiscal 1975 
to Israel for the  war over there?

Mr. Mc Clary. No. sir.
Chairman McCLF.LLAN.Where did they get their fuel?
Mr. Mc Clary. They must have had to buy it on the  market. They 

do have some oil production in the Sinai. They do have some.
Chairman Mc Clellan . They didn ’t buy it from us?
Mr. Mc Clary. No, sir.



241

Chairman McClellan. We didn’t furnish it out of our milit ary 
supplies?

Mr. McClary. No, sir.
Chairman McClellan. Anything fur the r you want to comment on?
Mr. McClary. We might comment on the other unusual item tha t 

was not antic ipated previously, tha t is that $140 million for increased 
payments for wage boards, that $139.6 million.

On April 30, the Economic Stabilization Act expired and, therefore, 
on May 1, we in Government, including PO P, then had to raise the 
prices, or raise the wages of blue collar workers to correspond with 
industry averages and area averages. Previously we were holding these 
wage payments to increase of percent, and in Government those 
were below the area averages. In  other words, in other par ts of the 
economy wage increases were given at a h igher  level. Once those s ta
bilization controls went off we were forced to raise wages up to the 
appropriate  level of the  area.

Chairman McClellan. Is this for  fiscal 1975 ?
Mr. McClary. Yes, sir. The May and June increases we absorbed. 

We absorbed those in our budget for 1975.
Chairman McClellan. These were increases not anticipated by the 

Pefense Pepartm ent?
Mr. McClary. That is right.
Chairman McClellan. That is without the anticipat ion of  the con

tingency ?
Mr. McClary. Yes.
Chairman McClellan. All righ t, proceed.
Mr. McClary. If  wage controls had stayed on, it is unlikely we 

would have had to ask for  this money.
Chairman McClellan. Senator Young, do you have any fur ther 

questions on this?
Senator Young. No. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman McClellan. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Maybe I will take 

a little course in accounting.
Mr. McClary. It is confusing, sir. to me, too.

ANALYSI S AN D EXPL ANATIO N OF  IN CR EA SE S

Chairman McClellan. I wish you would prepare a report for the 
record regarding the gasoline situation analyz ing the situation with 
respect to the prices being charged the Pefense Pepartm ent  by the oil 
companies. Make a comparison of this cost to the cost of petroleum 
products available for c ivilian consumption. On the face of it, it looks 
like the military is pay ing more for its petroleum than  the consumer.

Mr. McClary. We will prepare  an analysis and explanation of the 
increases and try  to relate those.

[The information follo ws:]
Industry, especially air line s, genera lly nego tiates long-term contrac ts for 

commercial fuel. These long- term contrac ts tend to res tra in price escalat ion. DoD 
has trad itio nal ly used short-term  contrac ts of one year o r less. As a resu lt of the 
Arab embargo, DoD was forced to negot iate two-month requ irements  unde r the 
Defense  Production Act a nd then  qua rterly  increments under the  FEA allocat ion 
program for  1 Jan uary through 30 J une 1974. Most of DoD’s overseas contrac ts 
for prod ucts  were voided by the  Arab ian embargo. The longer contrac ting  ar 
rang ements to the  airl ines  prov ided  a buffer to them again st dra stic  price
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increases, while DoD has  experienced higher increases in prices with its sho rter term  contracts.
Because of the intern ational shor tage  of products, DoD has had to make some spot buys in FY 1974 from overseas sources at  very high prices  in order to meet operational requirements.
Under the FEA petroleum alloca tion and price regulations, domestic price  increases for gasoline, hea ting oils and diesel fuels are controlled. Cer tain cost increases on those protected products are  passed to prod ucts  which are  not pro

tected.  The non-protected products include jet  fuel, petro-chemica ls and turb ine  fuel. Cost may be i>assed to unprotected products a t th e suppl iers ’ option as au tho r
ized by FEA without allocating the  costs to all such products  on a proport iona te basis. Pass- through costs on mil itar y petroleum products are a major element of curre nt domestic product p rices to DoD.

In the past , the  Fed era l Government had been considered by industry as a surplus buyer. DoD had been very successful in obta ining products at prices  substan tial ly below the commercial marke t. In today’s petroleum market, there is no longer a surplus of prod uct which the petro leum industry is willing to sell at  distressed prices. The cu rre nt  tendency is for product to move in the direction of most profit, and DoD has  reverted from a  “ most favored” position to one where we mus t compete aga ins t more  favored, long-term con trac t customers.
The above factors, particu lar ly the change from “most favored” to less favored sta tus largely accounts for  the  percentage  increase to DoD fuel costs being grea ter  tha n that  beig exper ienced at the local gasoline stat ion . In addition , the inclusion of Sta te and Fed era l taxes at  the retail level has somewhat masked the perc entage increase  in the  cost o f gasoline to consumer.

P E T R O L E U M  F R O M  F O R E I G N  S O U R C E S

Senator Young . I s  the Defense Department continuing to procure 
large quantities of petroleum products from foreign sources? Tf so, 
how much is procured from the I ’nited States ?

Mr. McClary . I will be happy to provide for the record. Senator, 
the percent of petroleum products  in fiscal year 1973 and fiscal year 
1974 procured from refineries in the United States, in U.S. possessions 
overseas, and those in foreign countries.

[The information follows:]

United Sta tes......................
U.S. possessions overseas 
Fore ign...................................

Percent of tota l, fiscal year—

1973 1974

50 56
7 7

43 37

F U E L  C O S T S  T O  S E R V IC E S
%

Senator  Young . What are the services currently paying for fuel 
for vehicles, aircraft, and ships? How does th is price relate to costs 
before the Mideast October war?

Mr. McClary . T will provide for the record. Senator, the July 1.
1973, and the current cost per barrel for motor gasoline; JP^4, the 
largest airc raft  fuel: and disti llate fuel which is the prim ary ships 
fuel.
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[The info rmation follows:]

Cost per barrel

Mogas J P -4 Distillates

Inlw 1 1Q7I
$7.35 $6.26

14.87
$5.54
15.50

Apr. 1, 1974....................................................
14.07

S U P P L E M E N T A L  F U N D S  FO R F U E L  IN C R E A SE S

Senator Young . In the fiscal year 1974 supplemental,  the Congress 
provided additional funds for the recent increase in petroleum prices. 
Is this amendment request a continuation of that  price increase foi 
petroleum products or is this a request for  a subsequent price increase .

Mr. McClary . This  amendment reflects the fiscal year 1975 cost of 
the April 1, 1974, price increase and the higher than estimated increase 
in primarily Navy fuels which this committee approved and the Con
gress provided for in fiscal year 19(4 as a result of your action on our 
fiscal year 1974 supplemental request. . . .

Senator Young . I can’t help but believe the real explanation is tha t 
the domestic oil prices—we produce about 80 percent of our require
ments—have not gone up near as much as foreign oil. In your require
ments you probably have to get a lot of your oil from foreign suppliers 
which has gone up a lot more than domestic prices.

Chairman McClellan. He said not. He said earlier when he buys 
domestic they charge the same, $15 a barrel.

Mr. McClary . It is about the same.
Chairman McClellan. You can get Arab oil as cheap as you can 

get domestic?
Mr. McClary . T hat is right.
Chairman McClellan. That is what I thought you said.

PR EPA R E D  S T A T E M E N T S

Chairman McClellan. All right, thank you.
Your prepared statement, as well as those of your colleagues will 

be included in the record at th is point.
[The statements follow:]

Sta te men t of T erence E. McClary

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee. I am appearing before this  
Commit tee to discuss the proposed amendment to our reques t for  appropriations  
transm itte d by the President  to the  Congress on June  24. 1974. Jus tific ation books 
have been provided  thi s Commit tee, which show the details on the amendment 
and its relat ionship to the orig inal  budget request.

This  amendment reflects ce rta in pay increases resu lting from exist ing law and 
from new legislat ion for  which an estimate had  alre ady  been included in the 
fiscal year 1975 Defense budget as an allowance for  contingencies. It  also reflects 
uncontrol lable  pay and fuel price increases which will add significantly  to our 
costs for  fiscal y ear 1975 but which  cannot l»e accommodated within the original 
request. There are  no program increases in this amended  request, which consists 
of th e follo win g:
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TOA and budget author ity
Mi llion*

Increase in petroleum prices____________________________________  $894. 5
Cost-of-living increase for  m ilita ry retire es, which will take effect unde rexisting law on July 1, 1974___________________________________ 353. 0
Increased payments for wage board employees to cover increased 

amounts payable und er exist ing law, incidental to the  exp iration of
economic controls on April 30, 1974_____________________________  139. 6

Legislat ion enacted in thi s session rela ted  to  flight pay, enlis ted bonuses, 
and payments to medical officers_______________________________  87. 0

Total  -----------------------------------------------------------------------------  1, 474. 1

TAB LES ON BUDGET AM EN DM EN TS

Table I presents det ail s of the amended  app ropriat ion reques ts by appro-  *pria tion  title. Table II presents details  showing appl ication of the amounts in 
the allowance for  contingenc ies in the  Pre sident ’s Budget to specific items in 
the  amended request. With respec t to this  la tte r table,  each year in the Defense 
pa rt of the President ’s Budget, we include an allowance for contingencies to 
cover costs of pay increases and proposed legislative  items. The estim ate for  these *
contingencies is a part of the  Defense total as stat ed in the  budget documents.
These  a re items which we cann ot show in the  indiv idua l appropr iation pre sen ta
tions  because eith er we don’t know with  sufficient accuracy what the amount of 
the  incerase will be or wh ether the  proposed legis lation will be enacted . We 
include this  allowance for  contingencies with  the  unders tanding that  sep ara te 
transmi tta ls of app ropriat ion  requests will be made when the amounts become 
firm. Accordingly, $438 million of this amended request for  pay and legislative  
items is a drawdown from the  allowance for contingencies as presen tly sta ted  in the  Presiden t’s Budget.

I want to emphasize th at  all  of these amendments result from new legisla
tion or exist ing laws which control personnel compensation and from fuel price  
increases  that  occurred subseque nt to the  development of the  fiscal year 1975 
budget estimates. The amendment does not include purchase price inflation for 
oth er tha n fuel, although signi fican t add itional  costs in 1975 will probably be 
incurre d because of the  abnormal ly high ra te  of inflation  experienced during the 
first six months of this c alendar yea r

[The  tables  follow:]
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TA BL E I I .— DEPAR TMENT OF DEFENSE— FISC AL YEAR 1975 BUDGET AU TH ORITY  AP PLICAT IO N OF CO NT INGE NC Y 
AL LO WA NC E TO BUDGET AM EN DM EN T INCREASES 

(In  thou sands of  do lla rs]

M il ta ri y
and

civ il ia n
pa y

raises

Leg is la tiv e pro posa ls

Wage Co nsum er
Board  pr ice A ll Re tired

increa se  indices volunte er pay

Con ti n * 
Flig ht ua tio n

pay pay To ta |

Con tin genc y allow ance in 
clu ded  in fisca l ye ar 1975
budget.......................................  1,5 25,0 00 21 5,0 00 26 0,00 0 153,0 00 55 ,000  25 ,000 9,00 0 2,2 42,0 00

Amou nts now ap pl ied to 
bu dg et  am en dm en t:

Fuel cost incre ase........................................................................................
Retired pay CPI inc rease.................................................— 260,000 l  —8 2,400
Wage  board increa se ..............................................................................
F lig ht pa y................................. ..................... .................... . ...........................................
Enl ist ed  pa y.................................................................... ” -2 6 ,”666
Me dica l pay .................................................................................................  -4 4 ,6 0 0

• - 8 ,  600 

’ - ' l M o o '

-3 5 1 ,0 0 0

-1 6 ,4 0 0  
-2 6 ,0 0 0  
-4 4 ,6 0 0

Total  am ou nts appl ied -2 6 0 ,0 0 0  -1 5 3 ,0 0 0  ..................  -2 5 ,0 0 0 -4 3 8 ,0 0 0
Contingen cy allow ance  not  

a pp lie d ......................................  1,525 ,0 00 215,0 00............................................... 55 ,000 9,000 1,80 4, 000
Sources of  bu dg et  am end

m ent fu nd in g : 
App lic atio n of  cont ingency

al lo wan ce ............................
A dd it io na l budget  au th or 

it y  not re fle cted  in fisc al 
ye ar  1975 bu dg et ..............

438, 000

1,0 36, 100
To ta l ........................................................................................................................................................................................... 1 ,4 74,1 00

1 These ba lan ces are  appl ied to  re tir ed pay CP I incre ase.

Proposed  Increases
Mr. McClary. I would now like to discuss the elements making up the $1,474.1 million in proposed increases before you.

Fuel Cost Increases
Since submission of the fiscal year  1975 budget request in Febru ary 1974, and despite Defense efforts to reduce POL consumption, the overall cost of fuel will rise  an addit ional $936.5 million above that contained in our original request. Price increases will amount to $572.4 million for POL purchased directly by the operation and maintenance accounts for  operational purposes. POL products purchased by the industria l funds will result in cost increases of $364.1 million, and of this  amount, $286.5 million will be charged to the operation and maintenance accounts in the form of increased indust rial fund rates  and transportation tariffs, and another $35.6 million to the milita ry personnel accounts in the form 

of increased transportation and PCS tarif f rates. We plan currently to absorb the remaining $42 million in other appropriations.
Computation of Petroleum Requirements

Chairman McClellan. The prime factors involved in the  computation of petroleum requirements are flying hours and ship steaming days. If the level of activity for flying hours and ship steaming hours were reduced to the level actually utilized dur ing fiscal year 1974, what would be the funds which could be reduced by appropriation from the fiscal year 1975 amended budget?
Mr. McClary. Fiscal year 1974 consumption was severely depressed as a shortterm energy conservation measure and an interim solution to the fuel shortage and associated price escalation caused by the oil embargo. Extension of this depressed level of activity into fiscal year 1975 would degrade milita ry readiness over the full spectrum of combat capability. Pilot and ship operator proficiency could not be maintained. Pilot skills would continue to be eroded, seriously impacting on our surge capability and requiring even greate r retra ining  requirements in the future . As an example, Mr. Chairman, the fiscal year 1974 flying



247

hour  program only provided our Navy tac tical ai r crews witli 80 percent of 
prim ary mission readiness.  Our fiscal y ear  1075 budg et level provides for a modest 
increase to 88 percen t, which we feel is the abso lute minimum required.

At this poin t I will insert  for  the record the app ropriat ion  da ta you requested  
Mr. Chairman.

[The info rma tion  follows:] Mill ions

Operat ion and maintenance, Army________________________________  $0. 3
Operation and main tenance, Navy________________________________  54. 8
Operat ion and  maintenance, Air Forc e-------------------------------------------  111. 3
Operation and main tenance, Army Rese rve---------------------------------------  . 6

Total  _____________________________________________________ 167.0

A

The activity  levels for  the Naval Reserve, Air Forc e Reserve, and Air  National 
Guard in the  fiscal year 1075 amended budget a re  below th at  cu rren tly  e stim ated 
for fiscal ye ar 1074.

P ri ce  of  F uel  T ype s P ai d  by  D ef e n s e  Sto ck F un d

Chairman McClellan. Would you provide the  price  o f each type of fuel (cost 
per bar rel ) th at  has  been paid by the  Defense Stock Fund  during the  past 3, 
6, and 0 months, wit li the  prices being paid by large  commercial users of fuel 
such a s airlines, shippers , and bus companies.

Mr. McClary. I will be happy to have that  info rma tion  provided  for  the  
record.

[The information follows :]
The Defense Fuel  Supply Center (DFSC) con trac t costs for  products  for  the  

last, nine months of fiscal yea r 1974 a re as follows. These figures represe nt wor ld
wide weighted average  costs.

PRICE PAID TO SUPPLIERS 

[In dollars per barrel)

Mogas....................
Avgas.....................
Diesel fuel ............
J P- 5 .......................
Navy  d is ti lla te .. .
Navy special........
J P -4 .......................

Fiscal year 1974 (Quarter>—

2d 3d 4th

$8. 26 $9 .10 $1 1.78
7. 88 9. 44 13. 00
6.0 4 11.68 13 .06
7.24 10.48 12 .76
6.51 12.20 12 .6 4
5.1 8 8.34 11 .30
6 .4 3 10 .88 13 .6 3

4

<

As a basis for  our  contract  negotiations DFSC compares specific contract  
prices with  pricing da ta  published  by the  Civil Aero naut ics Board, P la tt ’s 
Oilgram, the Oil Buy er’s Guide, the Federal Power Commission and others.  
Each con trac t price, however, must be compared with the  exis ting spot marke t 
for  an identical produc t of the same specification in sim ilar quanti ties  for 
delivery at  sim ilar  loca tions under comparable conditions. All of these fac tors 
influence the final contr act prices. Accordingly there is no single indu stry  sta nd
ard with  which to compare  defense fuel costs. DFSC analyzes prices from  a 
number of sources  und er vary ing circumstances . To our  knowledge, the re is 
no simple or meaningful  way  to compare the  average prices to the Government 
with the average price  to a pa rticu lar  class  of ind ust ria l user  such as truc kers 
or railroads .

Chai rman  McClellan. Proceed.
Mr. McClary. Fuel costs  have  increased despite a reduced tota l projec ted POL 

consumption of 17.6 million barre ls, or 7.2%, less tha n the  POL consumption 
projected in our Feb rua ry 1974, budget estimates.  Our revised estimate of 226.3 
million barrels  computes out  to a daily consumption ra te  of 620 thousand 
barrels , as compared to 668 thousand  bar rels  i>er day projected original ly. Also, 
the  226.3 million bar rels contrast s with  fiscal year 1973 and fiscal year 1974 
POL consumption—279.5 million barrels and 235.5 million barre ls, respectively.

37 -1 9 9  0  -  74  -  16
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More of the detai ls on POL consumption and rela ted costs are  provided  in 
Tables II I and IV.

Cost Per B arrel on Fuels

Cha irman McClellan. Prov ide for the record  a tra ct on the  cost per  barrel 
to the  customer appropriat ions of JP-4 , MOGAS and dis till ate  fuel since the 
beginning of fiscal year 1973.

Mr. McClary . I will be glad to provide that  information for  the  record.
[The information follows:]

July 1 .1 972 . 
Jan. 1, 197 3. 
July 1, 197 3. 
Jan. 1, 1974 > 
Feb. 1, 197 4. 
Apr. 1, 197 4.

J P-4 MOGAS Dist illates

4.49 6.3 0 4.51
4. 49 6.3 0 4.2 0
6. 26 7.3 5 5. 54

11.63 10. 29 10.00
11.63 10 .29 12.04
14 .87 14 .07 15 .50

1 Jan. 1, 1974, prices were estimates provided to the  milit ary  services for budget planning purposes only. Prices were 
not actually changed until Feb. 1,1 974.

Chairman McClellan. Proceed.

R etired Pay  CPI Increase

Mr. McClary . The increase of $353 million in milita ry ret ired pay is the 
additional amount required to cover compensation of reti rees  due to the  cost- 
of-living increase to he gran ted July 1, 1974. The law provides for  an autom atic 
increase in payments to reti red  milita ry personnel whenever the  cost of living 
increases by 3%, as measured by the  Consumer Price  Index, and continues at 
or above th at  level for thre e consecutive months. Under  this  formula , an increase  
of 6.4% becomes effective Ju ly 1, 1974.

Chairman McClellan. Explain how the reti red pay 6.4% increase resu lts in 
$353 million increase. This isn 't a str aigh t 6.4% of the $5,687,000,000 original FY 
1975 estim ate.

Mr. McClary . This  is true. The amoun t required to cover the cost-of-living 
increase which became effective July  1, 1974 is $353 million, whereas, 6.4% of 
the previously requested $5,687,000,000 is $363,968,000.

Persons  who ret ired  since the most recent increase in basic pay do not receive 
the full perce ntage increase applicable to i>ersons on the reti red  rolls before tha t 
basic pay increase  became effective. This accounts for the fact, tha t the  additional 
amount requested because of the July  1, 1974 retir ed pay incre ase is less than  
6.4% of the  total original fiscal ye ar 1975 re tired pay estimate.

Chairman McClellan. Proceed.

W age B oard I ncrease

Mr. McClary . The $139.6 million requested  for  wage board increases derives 
from a one-time adjustm ent in rates of pay,  effective May 1974, to eleva te the 
pay of wage board  personnel to t ha t of the  p rivate  sector. Upon expira tion  o f the 
Economic Stabilization  Act on April 30, 1974, area wage-fixing autho riti es were 
required to increase the rates of pay of wage  board personnel to those rat es  that  
would have  been granted had wage controls  not been applicable. These increases 
for the months of May and Jun e of this  yea r are  being absorbed within available 
funds. The full -year effect of these  increases,  $139.6 million, was not included 
in the original fiscal ye ar 1975 budget request.

A

A



Pay Adjustment of Wage Board E mployees

Chairman McClellan. What is your estimate  of the supplemental request 
which will come la ter in the year to a djus t the pay of wage board employees to 
tha t of prevailing rates  dur ing fiscal year  1975? Why was this not accommodated 
in the budget amendment?

Mr. McClary. Our current estimate for wage board employee pay increases 
during fiscal year 1975 is approximately §290 million. This projection is based 
on late fiscal year 1974 actual experience as reported by our various field activi ties 
and is based on (1) estimated wage board rate increases ranging from 5.5 per
cent to 8.9 percent and (2) when in the fiscal year the increases are expected to 
occur.

This was not included in this amendment, Mr. Chairman, because we only 
included the impact of actual legislative, rate  and price changes. Projected 
future  increases were not included. This is in accordance with current Office 
of Management and Budget policy respecting the operating appropriations.

Chairman McClellan. Proceed.
Mr. McClary. These increases should not be confused with the regular  wage 

board increases which will be granted by area wage-fixing authorities aft er 
July 1, 1974, through June 30, 1975. Such increases will ad just  the pay of wage 
employees in line with prevailing rates  in the appropriate area and must be 
accommodated by a supplemental appropria tion request late r in FY 1975.

Chairman McClellan. Could you explain the wage board increases in grea ter 
detail. It seems that  they a re for increases tha t are a result of the private  sector 
receiving greater than 5.5% wage increases while controls were in effect. Is 
this really what is happening? Would you provide some examples of the per
centage increases in wage board pay being made as a result of this expira tion 
of price/wage controls.

Mr. McClary. I will be happy to provide some examples for the record.
[The information follo ws:]

Examples of actual wage board rate increase as a resul t of lifting economic
stabilisation controls

Percent
Area (typ ical  jobs) increase

Huntsville, Ala. (missile technicians, welders, carpen ters )-------------------  6.9
West Point, N.Y. (painte rs, ground maintenance)____________________ 6.0
Tooele. Utah (munitions handlers, ammunitions specialists, crane opera

tions) ____________________________________________________  7. 1
Huntington, W. Va. (lock and dam tenders, bridge tenders, crane opera

tions) ____________________________________________________  8. 1
San Francisco, Calif, (tool makers, helpers, elec trici ans)____________  5.7
Bremerton, Wash, (toolmakers, helper, elec trici ans)_________________  4.8
Norfolk, Va. (toolmakers, helpers, elec tricians)____________________  2.9
Philadelphia, Pa. (toolmakers, helpers, elec tricians)________________  6.4
Syracuse, N.Y. (aircraf t mechanic, labore r)_______________________  8.7
Ogden, Utah (air cra ft mechanic, carpenter, pai nte rs)________________  8.3
Sacramento, Calif, (ai rcr aft  mechanic, carpenter, painte rs)____________ 4.3
Albuquerque, N. Mex. (electrician, laborer)________________________  8.0

Flight Pay

Chairman McClellan. Proceed.
Mr. McClary. An amount of §16.9 million is included in this proposed budget 

amendment to offset the increased cost of flight pay attr ibutable  to P.L. 93-294, 
dated May 31, 1974. This legislation adjusts existing monthly rates of incen
tive pay for an aviation career and increases the rates  of pay for junior officers 
and decreases the rates  of pay for senior officers. This adjustment in rates of 
pay is intended both as a re tention  incentive fo r junior officers and as an attempt  
to concentrate maximum incentive pay in the most flight-intensive period of an 
officer’s career.

Aviators Rate of Pay

Senator Young. What will be the rate of flight pay fo r aviators  under  this new 
legislation?
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Mr. McClary. The rat es  for  flight pay under the new legis lation will range 
from $100 to $245 per month for  officer aviators depending on length of avia
tion service.

Chairman McClellan. Proceed .

E nlisted Pay

Mr. McClary. An additional $26 million is needed to cover the  increased costs 
of enlis ted personnel bonuses provided for under the Armed Forces Enl isted  
Personnel Bonus Revision Act of 1974, Public  Law 93-277. Under this law, exis t
ing regula r and variable reenlis tme nt bonuses were replaced by a new selective 
reen listm ent bonus of up to $15,000. Amounts o f reenlistment bonuses  will be based 
on the scarcity of the skill involved and will be paid on reen listm ent of at  leas t 
thre e years. The new law a lso author izes in itia l enlistment  bonuses  of up to  $3,000 
for individuals in any crit ica l skill,  as opposed to  combat skills  only as provided 
under the  old law.

E nlisted Bonus System  *
Senator  Young . Please explain the  enlisted bonus system in term s of the mini

mum an d maximum amounts an enl isted man may receive.
Mr. McClary. The maximum enlistment bonus authorized by law is $3,000.

DoD is  cur ren tly  paying $1,500 or $2,500 for a fou r y ear  enlistment in a qualify- a

ing skill depending on th e Service and  skill in which enlisting. The maximum re
enlistment bonus by law is $15,000. However, the average bonus payment for a 
reen listm ent in a shor tage  skill is programed at  $6,943 for fiscal year  1975.

Chai rman  McClellan. Proceed.

Medical Pay

Mr. McClary. An increase of $44.6 million is necessary to meet additional costs 
deriv ing from Public Law 93-274, dated May 6, 1974. Under this  new law, bonuses 
of up to $13,500 annu ally are  author ized  for medical officers of the armed forces 
in grades O-6 and below for each ye ar  the individual serves beyond his service 
obligation. Medical officers eligible for  the new bonus will not receive continuation  
pay which is stil l autho rized  for general and flag officers. This new law also re
duces from ten years to two years the  amount  of active  duty service required 
by phys icians to receive special pay at  the maximum rat e of $350 per month.
The provis ions for payment of con tinuation pay would be extended to medical 
officers undergoing init ial residency tra in ing by Section 708 of the  DoD Appro
pria tion  Bill, 1975.

Medical Personnel

Sena tor Young . Does the Defense Department ant icip ate  that  the addi tiona l 
pay for medical officers will act to suppor t reten tion as well as to at tr ac t young 
doctors into the  services?

Mr. McClary. Yes. The program was designed to accomplish both reten tion 
and attr act ion .

Pay* Incentives

Sena tor Young . Are the services satis fied with  the add itional pay incentives 
recent ly enacted by the  Congress?

Mr. McClary*. Yes. The services recognize that  the recently enacted incent ives *
provide a cost effective means of manajging their  manpower requ irements and 
resources.

Mr. Chairman, thi s completes my s tate ment. From my office I am accompanied  
by Fred  Wacker . Deputy  Assistant  Sec retary  of Defense for Prog ram/Budget.
I am also accompanied by the Comptroller of the  Army, Lieu tena nt General J. A. I
Kjel lstrom of the Army, and the budget  officers of the other two Mil itary  D epart
ments  ; Rear Admiral E. W. Cooke of the Navy, and Major General H. F ish of the
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Air Force. We will try  to be responsive to any questions you may have , and to 
furn ish you any additional information d uring your consideratio n of th is request. 

Statement of Lieutenant General John A. K jellstrom

General  K jellstrom. It  is a plea sure  to appea r before this committee aga in to 
discuss the Arm y's requirements .

Before discussing the Army port ion of thi s amendment, I would like to com
ment briefly on what the amendment does not include. As briefly mentioned in 
Mr. McClary’s statement , no amounts  are  included for  purchase  price infla tion 
othe r tha n direct  petroleum costs. For  the Army we cu rrently est imate  t ha t pur
chase price infla tion  tha t has already  occurred, not included in the  or iginal budget 
submission or th is amendment, to ta ls almost .$850 million, of which over  ha lf is 
in the Operation  and  Maintenance  appropriat ion. This  deficit, which is required 
merelj’ to preserve  Army programs in the  budget, is not caused by the  Army, is 
not contro llable by the  Army, and will make it near impossible to execute the 
program we ha ve previously justified. I am prepared to provide details  regard ing  
this.

V alue of Decreased Programs

Chairman McClellan. In  rega rd to your  e stim ate  of $850 million for  purchase 
price  inflation which  has  been absorbed , what do you estimate to be the  value 
of programs which  have  been decreased since submission of the budget? Pro
vide by appropriat ion.

General K jellstrom. Decreases in the  FY 75 Army budget  since submission 
tota l $447.3 million. I  wi ll provide de tail s for the record.

TThe information fo llo ws :]
Breakdown of Army Budget Amendment

General  K jellstrom. The  Army’s FY 1975 Budget Amendment composed of the 
following:
Fuel cost increase s_________________________________________ $194, (MX). 000
Wage board increases_____________________________________  34, 900. 000
Flight pay________________________________________________  3, 900, 000
Enlis ted pay______________________________________________  17. 700, 000
Payments to medical officers________________________________  16, 300, 000

Total________________________________________________  267, 700, 000

Description OMA Proc. R. & D. To ta l

1

Anticipated  authorization reductions:
Aircra ft programs (A PA )...........................
Dragon (m issi le )..........................................
Tu rret  t rainer (W . & T.C .V .) ....................
M-113  APC (W. & T.C .V .) .........................
ARSV (W . & T .C .V .) .. . .............................
Vulcan/Chapparal (m issi les) ....................
Heavy li ft  helicopter....................................
Site defense...................................................
LOFAADS.......................................................
CLGP................................................................
Safeguard .......................................................
General reduction for sales_____ _____
Oth er R. & D. items ....................................
Civ ilian ES reduction..................................

Othe r program changes:
Gap fi ller........................................................
Tra ining  device,  nonsystem (O P A ). ._ . 
Ammo— MASF PY unobl igates balance 
Amm o production base s u p p o rt............

................  - 6 . 7  + 4 .5

................  - 1 9 . 8 ................................

................  - 1 . 5 ................................

................  + 1 4 . 6 ................................

................  - 2 5 .3  - 3 . 9

................  + 2 . 3  - 4 . 2

...............................................  - 2 1 .2

...............................................  - 3 7 .0

...............................................  —14 .0

........................................................ - 6 . 3

...............................................  - 1 5 .8

........................................................  - 7 . 8

...............................................  - 8 . 5
- 1 2 3 . 7 ............................................................

- 1 . 2 ............................................................
................  - 6 . 0 .............................
................  - 1 6 0 . 0 .............................
................  - 5 . 8 ................................

- 2 .  2 
- 1 9 . 8

- 1 . 5
+ 1 4 .6
- 2 9 . 2

- 1 . 9
- 2 1 . 2
- 3 7 . 0
- 1 4 .0
- 6 . 3

- 1 5 . 8
- 7 . 8
— 8 .5  

- 1 2 3 .7

- 1 . 2
- 6 . 0

- 1 6 0 .0
- 5 . 8

Total -1 2 4 .9 - 2 0 8 .2  - 1 1 4 .2  - 4 4 7 .3
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F uel C ost I ncreases

General  Kjellstrom . Estimated fuel consumption by the  Army in FY 1975 
reflects a cont inua tion  of conserva tion measures implemented in FY 1974—and 
represen ts consumption more tha n 15% below the FY 1973 levels. In spite of 
these conserva tion actions, the price of fuel fa r outstrips any  consumption 
savings. Fuel  price increases announced on 1 April 1974 results  in a requirement 
above the amounts  in the original budget submission of $194.9 million :

[In milli ons of dol lars]

OMA OMAR MPA Total

For direct  procurement of P O L . l ........................................
For increased rates by AIF  activitie s due to PO L...............
Military air lift command rat es..............................................
Military sealift  command ratios...........................................

35.1
13.6
12.9

122.7
6.7
3.8

35.2
13.6
19.6 
3.8

Total 184.3 .1  10.5 194.9

Following are tables II I and IV rel ating  to I’OL consumption and POL cost 
increases .

[The  table s follow:]

I



T ab le  I I I

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FY 1975  BUDGET AMENDMENT 
POL CONSUMPTION

(In  M i l li o n s  o f BBLS)

FY 1975  P r e s i d e n t 's  Bud ge t FY 197 5 
Amended 
Bud ge t D if f e re n c eFY 1973 FY 197 4 FY 1975

O&M, Army 1 9 .3 1 7 .0 1 6 .1 1 6 .1 -

O&M, Navy 7 2 .5 6 1 .6 6 5 .6 6 4 .3 - 1 .3

O&M, M ar in e Cor ps 1 .6 1 .6 1 .4 1 .4 —

O&M, A ir  F orc e 117 .2 9 3 .0 9 6 .0 8 7 .1 - 8 .9

O&M, D ef en se  A genci es .4 .6 1 .0 1 .0 —

O&M, Army R ese rv e .5 .6 .5 . 5
O&M, Navy R ese rv e 3 .2 3 .2  , 2 .7 2 .8 + .1

O&M, M ar in e Cor ps  R ese rv e .1 .1 .1 • 1 —

O&M, A ir  Forc e  R ese rv e 1 .9 2 .1 1 .9 1 .9 —
O&M, Army N a ti o n a l Gu ard 1 .2 1 .4 1 .5 1 .5 •

8 .4 8 .2 7 .2 7 .2 —

S u b to ta l ,  O&M 226 .3 189 .4 19 4 .0 183 .9 - 1 0 .1

Army I n d u s t r i a l  Fun d 1 .5 2 .2 2 .2 2 .0 - . 2

Navy I n d u s t r i a l  Fun d 22 .1 1 6 .9 16 .1 9 .8 - 6 .3

M ar in e Cor ps  I n d u s t r i a l  Fun d * - - - •
A ir  F o rc e  I n d u s t r i a l  Fun d 24 .8 2 3 .0 27 .4 26 .4 - 1 .0

S u b to ta l ,  I n d u s t r i a l  Fun d 4 8 .4 4 2 .1 4 5 .7 38 .2 - 7 .5

R e se a rc h , D ev el opm en t,
•

T e s t an d E v a lu a ti o n 4 .3 3 .5 3 .7 3 .7

P ro cure m en t .5 .5 .5 .5

T o ta l  D ep ar tm en t o f  D efe nse 279.5 235-5 2U 3.9 226 .3 - 1 7 .6
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T ab le  IV

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FY 1975 BUDGET AMENDMENT 
POL COST INCREASES

(D o l la r s  in  M il li o n s )

FY 1975  D ire c t  C o st s
R ate

I n c re a s e
T o ta l

In c re a s
P r e s i d e n t ’ s

Bud ge t
Amended
B ud ge t In c re a s e

O&M, Army 2 0 1 .7 236 .8 35.1 149 .2 18 4.
O&M, Navy 6 7 7 .1 942 .5 265.4 5 4 .3 31 9.
O&M, M ar in e Cor ps 1 6 .6 2 0 .0 3 .4 4 .9 8.
O&M, A ir  Forc e 1 ,0 7 7 .3 1 ,3 0 6 .0 228.7 7 5 .6 304.
O&M, D efe nse  A g encie s 1 1 .7 11 .7 - -
O&M, Army R ese rv e 6 .6 6 .7 .1 -
O&M, Navy  R ese rv e 3 3 .5 4 1 .1  •- 7 .6 - 7.
O&M, M ar in e Cor ps  R ese rv e .7 1 .0 .3 -
O&M, A ir  F orc e  R ese rv e 2 1 .4 2 7 .9 6 .5 2 .5 9.
O&M, Army N a ti o n a l Guard 2 1 .2 21.2 - -
O&M, A ir  N a ti o n a l Gu ard 8 7 .0 112 .3 25 .3 - 25 .

S u b to ta l ,  O&M 2 ,1 5 4 .8 2 ,7 2 7 .2 572 .4 28 6 .5 858,

M i l i t a r y  P e rs o n n e l , Army 1 0 .5 10,
M i l i t a r y  P e r s o n n e l , Navy 1 3 .1 13
M i l i t a r y  P e rs o n n e l , MC 1 .5 1
M i l i t a r y  P e r s o n n e l , AF 1 0 .5 10

S u b to ta l ,  M il  P e r s . 3 5 .6 35

T o ta l , D epar tm en t o f  D ef en se 2 ,1 5 4 .8 2 ,7 2 7 .2 572 .4 3 2 2 .1 894

h
 \o m

 o

T
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Increased  R ates by  AIF Activities

Chairman McClellan. Explain the need for $13.6 million for increased rates  
by AIF activities due to POL.

General K jellstrom. The $13.6 million is required in the O&MA appropriation 
to reimburse the Army Industria l Fund for the estimated costs of fuel to support 
OMA orders. The $13.6 million was based on a deficiency of $9.2 million in the 
basic budget estimate and $4.4 million POL price increase attributable to the 
1 April 1974 rates.

Increased  Costs

The increased costs related to operation and maintenance and continued 
readiness of active and reserve Army Units and activities amount to $184.4 
million. Additionally, as a result of increased fuel prices, Military Airlift  Com
mand and Military Sealift Command passenger and cargo rates have increased 
in the amount of $10.5 million.

Change of Station Travel

Chairman McClellan. How much of the original fiscal year 1975 permanent 
change of station travel request was for  Military Airlift and Sealift Command 
cargo and passenger costs?

General K jellstrom. The original fiscal year 1975 PCS travel request esti
mated total Military Airl ift Command expenditures of $90.0 million and total 
Military Sealift Command expenditures  of $26.1 million.

Chairman McClellan. Proceed.
Wage Board  Increase

General K jellstrom. $34.9 million is necessary to provide for increased costs 
due to pay raises granted wage board employees on 1 May 1974 as a result  of 
expiration of the Economic Stabilization Act on 30 April 1974. The Army ab
sorbed the costs of the pay raise  for May and June of this year with available 
resources.

This request also reflects increases above the fiscal year  1975 Army Budget 
submission due to legislation enacted this year related to flight pay, selective 
enlistment bonuses, and payments to medical officers.

Flight Pay

$3.9 million is required to implement the provisions of Public Law 93-294, dated 
3 May 1974. This reflects an adjustment of monthly flight pay among both jun ior 
and senior officers and warrant officers with the adjustments favoring the junior 
officers and warrant  officers who are  in the most productive and useful stage of 
their flying careers. In essence, the provisions of the public law base the flight 
pay system on aviation service rather  than rank and longevity, while simul
taneously expressing the intent  of Congress that flight pay be restricted to officers 
engaging and remaining in aviation service on a career  basis.

Flight Pay  Increases

Chairman McClellan. Why is there a manyear increase in the number of 
individuals receiving flight pay?

General K jellstrom. This manyear increase is caused because officers in 
grades 0-6 and above, who had flight pay terminated on 31 May 1973, are once 
again eligible under the new legisla tion. In addition, some flight surgeons were 
changed from non-crew members to crew member st atus  by the Surgeon General. 

Enlistment Bonuses

An amount of $17.7 million is included in this proposal to cover increased costs 
of Enl istment bonuses as a result of PL 93-277, dated 10 May 1974. Army imple
mentation of the PL provides for lump sum payment of a variable Enlistment 
bonus level depending on a soldier’s Military Occupational Specialty (MOS). The 
bonuses range from the $2,500 level to certain combat and noncombat MOS’ to 
the $1,500 level for certain non-combat arms specialties. An extensive screening 
was made to isolate those MOS in which an intensive effort was required to 
increase long term enlistments, with train ing cost and time being the principal 
factors  considered.
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Combat  ano Noncombat MO S
Chairman McClellan. Would you provide a lis t of the combat, and non-combat occupational specialtie s, showing which ones will be receiving the new enlisted  bonuses and  how’ much they will receive, including an explanat ion of the bonus to be paid in each case.
[The information fol low s:]

Expanded enlistment bonus skills 
MOS and d esc rip tor

$2,500 bonus leve l:
12B—Combat enginee r__________________________
15E—Pershing miss ile crew man_________________16P—Chapparral  crew man ______________________16R—Vulcan crewm an__________________________
22L—Nike te st equipment repa irman 3_____________27D—Lance miss ile system rep airman____________27H—Shillelagh miss ile system rep airma n_________32E—Fixed plant ca rr ier repa irman 3_____________35J—Aircraf t fire contro l repa irman 3_________ ___
46N—Pershing  elec trical—mechanical rep airman__

Projected bonus 
paym ents  *

_______ 2,436
______  723
______  585
______  502
______  3
______  9
______  34
______  35
______  14
______  24

«

Total  --------------------------------------------------------------------------------4.365
$1,500 bonus le ve l:

05C—Radio telety pe op erator 3_________________________________ 11615D—Lance missile  crew’man__________________________________ 40915.T—Lance/Honest Joh n fire direction assis tant__________________  2416D—Hawk missile crewm an 3__________________________________ 59817K—Ground surveillance rada r crew man______________________  35021G—Pershing elect ronics materia l spec ial ist3____________________ 1727E—Wire-guided miss ile system rep airman______________________ 2631M—Radio relay  and  ca rri er  at te nd an t3_______________________  52431S3—Field general COMSEC re pa irm an 3_______________________  731T3—Field  system COMSEC repa irma n 3_______________________ 636H—Dial cen tral  office repairm an* ____________________________  645P—Sheridan tu rret  mechanic *________________________________  2745R—Missile tank tu rret  mechanic3____________________________  7652B2—Power generation equipment operato r/mecli anic *__________ 1.59355B2—Ammunition storage and operato r spec ial ist 3______________  17172B—Communications cen ter  speciali st_________________________  587
Tota l ____________________________________________________ 4. 537

1 D oes no t Inc lude  In fa ntr y , ar m or,  a rt il le ry  sk il ls  pr ev io us ly  au th ori ze d  en li st m en t bonu s.2 P ro je ct ed  bo nu s pa ym en ts  w er e based  on tr a in in g  re qui re m en ts  def ined as  of Ja n u a ry  1974. T ra in in g  re qu irem en ts  wi ll fl uct uat e ov er tim e.  P ro je ct io ns re flec t on ly thos e bonu s aw ar ds mad e fro m fiscal yea r 197 5 fu nd s.2 Ope n to  WAC ’s.
Shortag e Specia lty P ay

Chairm an McClellan. Will those  who receive the  new non-combat arms enli stment bonus continue to receive shortage specialty  pay?General K.tellstrom, Shortage specialty pay is only author ized  for members of the career  force and norm ally individuals w’ho receive this bonus are  not members of the  career force. However , a few’ individuals who have  lef t the service, remained out for more than 90 days, and then decided to rejo in the service may receive shortage specia lty pay. i f otherwise qualified. As you know Mr. Chairman, w’e are stri vin g fo r the  eventual  elimination o f all shor tage  spe cial ty pay.
Medical P ay

An add itional $16.3 million is needed to cover the  increased costs of bonuses authorized for  medical officers und er the provisions of Public Law 93-274. dated May 6. 1974. Two principa l provisions  of the Public Raw provide for $100 I>er month for physicians with  less  than 2 years active service and $350 per month fo r a ll physic ians over 2 years ; and  a provision calling for variable  incentive pay (VIP)  to qual ify phys ician s. 06 and below, who extend the ir term of

1



service. Paym ent is on a n annu al basis  and ranges from $10,000 to $13,500 based 
on years of service  and extension period. Est ima tes for  this reques t are  based  
upon the maximum rat e of $13,500 pending refinement of DOD regu lations  
prescr ibing use of th e VIP.

Variable I ncentive Pay to P hysicians

Chairman McClellan. Wha t are the regu lations concern ing variable  incentive 
pay to physicians who receive $10,000 and who $13,500?

General K jellstrom. Regulations concern ing the  varia ble incent ive pay are 
currently being developed by Departmen t of Defense. Pr ior  to implementation , a s 
you a re  aw are,  these regu lations must be approved by the Presiden t. Pay men t o f 
the yearly bonus will rang e from $10 000 to  $13,500 depending on years of service 
and extens ion period. It  is proposed th at  an individual with between fou r and 
thir teen years of service and contrac ts for  four yea rs will receive $13,500. $10,000 
payments are  proposed  for  indiv idual s who have 20 or more years o f service and  
contrac t for one year.

Mr. Chairman, This concludes my stateme nt. I am prep ared  to answer  ques 
tions on the deta ils of th e Army’s request.

General K jellstrom. Mr. Chairman, thi s concludes my statement. I am pre 
pare d to answer ques tions  on the deta ils of the Army’s request.

I ncrease for Medical Specialty Pays

Chairman McClellan. Why is there a manyear  increase  for doctors receiving 
special pay and con tinu atio n pay and medical bonuses? Wasn’t the increase  ju st  
a ra te  increase?

General K jellstrom. Th at ’s correct Mr. Chairman. The  new legislat ion only in
creased the rate . The increase in manyears is caused  because we ended fiscal ye ar 
1974 with a  h igher Medical Corps end stre ngth than was init ially projected in the 
fiscal year  1975 Pre sid ent’s Budget. We init ially projected an end streng th of 
4285 and we ended fiscal year 1974 with  a 4433 end stre ngth. Our projected end 
streng th in the Pre sid ent’s Budget was 4302 Medical Cori>s officers and our cur
ren t projection for  end fiscal yea r is 4512. These end s trength changes caused the 
increased  manyears.

Statement by Rear Admiral E. W. Cooke, Department of the Navy’

Admiral Cooke. Mr. Chairm an and Members of the Committee, it is my plea
sure to appear today  in suppor t of Department of the Navy requ irements  w ithin 
the proposed fiscal yea r 1975 Budget Amendment. A total of $444.0 million will 
he required in fiscal yea r 1975 to accommodate the impact of petroleum cost 
growth, increased wage hoard pay costs and cer tain  legis lated  changes in mili 
tary  personnel entit lements . Dis tribution of thi s amount by category  is as  
follows, with a furth er  dis trib ution by ap propria tion  conta ined  in Table I which 
app ears a t the conclusion of my statement.

Thousands
Petroleu m Cost Increase _______________________________________ $350, 500
Increase d payment for  wage board employees______________________ 59,600
Ena cted  Legis lation___________________________________________  (33, 900)

Aviat ion Career Ince ntive P ay _______________________________  5, 600
Enl isted Bonuses__________________________________________  8, 300
Medical Officer Bonus______________________________________  20. 000

Total __________________________________________________ 444,000
Admiral Cooke. I would now like  to elaborate slightly  on each of these  items. 

Petroleum Cost I ncreases

Fun ds originally budgeted in fiscal year 1975 for  fuel purchase  were based 
upon rat es  anticipa ted to be in effect on 1 Feb rua ry 1974. The impact of higher 
rat es  f or cer tain  Navy fuels actual ly implemented on that  d ate, as well as subse
quen t 1 April 1974 price increases , will require an add itional $350.5 million in 
order to execute fiscal yea r 1975 operatin g programs. Of thi s amount . $276.7 
million rela tes  to direct fuel consumption, with  the  balance of $73.8 million 
reflecting the impact of fuel-gene rated  industrial  fund rat e increases  by the 
Milit ary Airli ft and Seali ft Commands.
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D ecreased  Programs

Chairman McClellan. Are the re any program s which have decreased since 
submission of the budget which can be applied to finance thi s budget amendment?

Admiral Cooke. There  have been  decreases in the flying and  s teaming programs 
below those levels originally budgeted, essential ly equating to a reduct ion in 
planned fuel consumption. These have already been assumed, however, in ar riv 
ing at  our  net fuel requ irem ents  reflected in the Amendment. I refer to this 
la ter in my prepa red statement . There are, otherwise, no ma jor  program de
creases from our in itia l submission.

It. must be emphasized that  requested  additional fund ing is to compensate  for 
cost increases  only, and does not entail increase in program scope—in fact, re
vised fiscal year  1975 consumption on which these amounts  have been computed 
is about 1.2 million bar rels  below the level originally subm itted  to Congress. 

Change of Station Travel

Chairman McClellan. How  much of the original FY 1975 perm anent change 
of s tation trav el request was for Mil itary Airl ift and Seal ift Command passenger 
and cargo  costs? Why does the  Navy have a significan tly grea ter  percentage 
increase in PCS because of thi s MAC/MSC rate  increase when compared with 
the  Army and the Air Force?

Mr. McClary. The MAC and MSC requi rements shown in the original budget 
requests for Navy was $77.2 million.  There would appear  to be a significantly 
gre ate r percentage  increase in PCS for Navy when looking a t the  tota l of MAC/ 
MSC ra te  increase in comparison with  the other Services. However, looking at 
them separately, it  can be seen th at  the MAC rate  increase is in proportion to 
the overa ll PCS program and th at  the  MSC rate  is significantly high er because 
of an increase  in workload fac tors (a review of tonnage requ irem ents  indica tes 
that  Navy has  gone up while Army and Air Force have  decreased)  and a more 
proport iona tely equal share of the  orig inal budget request. I would like to pro
vide for  the  record a chart, showing, by Service, a comparison of the original 
MAC/MSC budget requests and the increases .

[The information follow s:]
MAC /MSC

(In mill ions of dollars]

Army Navy  Marine Corps Air  Force

MAC bu dg et .. ................................................................................ 90. 0 57. 0 20.0  107.0
Increa se............................................................................................  6 .7  4 .5  1.4  6 .9
MSC budget............................................................   26 .0  20. 0 5 .0  21 .0
Increase.............................................................................................  3 .8  8 .6  .1  3 .6

I ncreased Payment for Wage Board  Employees

Incidental to exp iration of economic control s on April 30. 1974, the Civil Service 
Commission has  autho rized  wage ltoard  pay rat e adjustments  to achieve  par ity 
with the priva te sector. Wage board  pay  raises had  previously been limited  to 
5.5%. a level a lso assumed in the fiscal y ear  1975 budget. Release of these controls. •
effective May 12. 1974 for Navy employees, has resulted in upward wage ad jus t
ment of up to 10% in ce rtain  geographic areas. Assuming a conse rvative 4% aver
age increase, the annualized fiscal ye ar  1975 effect is $60.7 million  for Navy 
accounts , $7.1 million of which has  been absorbed, resu lting  in a net  fiscal year 
1975 amendmen t request of $59.6 million . 5

Aviation Career Incentive Pay

The proposed addi tional fund ing is requ ired to implement the provis ions of 
Public  Law 93-294, effective 1 .Tune 1974. which provides  for significant res truc
tur ing  of the  form er flight pay system as a career incent ive for officer person
nel. The law conta ins a transi tion and save pay provision which covers a three- 
yea r period. The new system is based on years of avia tion service and commis
sioned serviced  as an officer r athe r tha n grade and pay entry date.  Implementa
tion of the res tru ctu rin g and save pay provisions requ ire an add itional  5.6 mil
lion dollars  for  the  Military Personnel Accounts.
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Enlisted Bonuses

Proposed add itio nal  fund ing of $8.3 million is requ ired  to implement the  pro 
visions of Public  Law 93-277, effective 1 Jun e 1974, which provides payment of 
a Selective Reenlis tment Bonus and terminates new payments unde r the  exis ting  
Variable Reenlistment.  Bonus and Regular  Reenlistmen t Bonus programs . It 
also includes an add itio nal  provision for an Enl istm ent  Bonus in skills designated 
as critical. $1.3 million of the  request equates  to repla cement of new paymen ts 
for Variable  and Regular  Reen listment Bonuses with the Selective Reenlistmen t 
Bonus. The balance  of $7.0 million reflects  projected costs  of the  new bonus for  
enlis tment in critic al ski ll areas.

M edical Pay

Additional fund ing of $20 million is required to implement the provisions of 
Public  Law 93-274, effective 1 Jun e 1974, which author izes annu al bonuses for  
cer tain medical oflicers. This is in amounts up to $13,500 per year. It  a lso reduces 
requ ired time in Service for  payment of  a maximum $350 per month special pay 
for medical and de nta l officers.

Special Pay  for D entists

Chairman M cClellan. Why is there  a revision in the number of den tists re
ceiving special pay? Were dentists  affected by the new legisla tion?

Admiral Cooke. Under  the  new legislation  dental intern s are  now eligible to 
receive the monthly special  pay. Thir ty-two of the 52 man-year  increase are  den
ta l interns. The rem ainder  reflects an increase  in projected dentist man-years  
based on more current strength  information.

Special Pay  for D octors

Chai rman  M cClelijvn. Why is there an increase  in the number of doctors re
ceiving special pay?

Admiral Cooke. Under  the new legislation medical intern s are eligible to 
receive  the monthly special  pay. The tota l increase  since the  Congressional Bud 
get was 193 of which 150 ar e newly eligible medical interns. The remaining 43 
represe nt changes in antic ipa ted  reten tion due to the  new legisla tion.

Continuation Pay  and M edical Bonuses

Chairman M cClellan. Exp lain  why there is a 70% increas e in the number 
of docto rs receiving con tinu atio n pay and medical bonuses. (Pag e 24)

Admiral Cooke. Of the  757 increase in the est ima ted number of doctors 
eligible  to receive the con tinuation pay and medical  bonuses 002 are pay grad e 
03 who were ineligible und er the  old cont inuation pay program. The remaining 
155 are a resu lt of est ima ting  the  number  of physicians who would sign con
tra cts und er the  new legis lation.

Tarle on Budget Amendments

Cha irman M cClellan. Table I which you refe rred  to at  the  opening of your 
sta tem ent  will be inser ted in the  record at  this point.

[The table  follo ws:]
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Admiral Cooke. In summary, the current ly proposed amendment of $444 mil
lion seeks only to adjust  the fiscal year 1975' program for legislative or price 
changes now in effect, thereby precluding furth er degradation to operation and 
material readiness assumed in the budget.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my formal statement. I stand ready to address 
any questions you may have.

Statement of  Major General H oward  M. Fish

General Fish . Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate  the 
opportunity to present the Department of the Air Force’s fiscal year 1975 
Amended Budget.

The Air Force portion of the  fiscal year 1975 amendment to tals $404.5 million. 
The amendment is required for price and pay increases which were not known 
at the time the Pres ident’s fiscal year 1975 Budget was prepared.

Table 1.—Fiscal year 1915 amendment
(TO A 

mill ions )

Fuel cost increases___________________________________________ $349.1
Wage board__________________________________________________  40. 2

• ______
Subtotal (price incre ases )________________________________  389.3

Flight pay____________________________________________________  6. 9
Medical pay____________________________________________________ 8. 3

Subtotal (legislative incre ases )_____________________________ 15.2

Total fiscal year 1975 amendment__________________________  404. 5
As summarized in Table 1, the amendment is for essential funding require

ments which are in addition to those fund requirements presented to this Com
mittee this past Spring. The additiona l requirements are in two categories, Price 
Increases totaling $389.3 million and increases resulting from new legislation 
totaling  $15.2 million.

Chairman McClellan. Is it not possible for a portion of the increases for 
Iietroleuin products and wage board personnel to be accommodated within reduc
tions which have occurred in planned programs subsequent to submission of the 
budget ?

General F ish . The amendment request does take in to account planned program 
reductions. The request for fuel price increases includes the application of a 
reduction of $68 million result ing from fuel conservation efforts. The amend
ment does not provide for purchase price inflation for commodities other than 
fuel. Significant additional costs in fiscal year 1975 will have to be accommodated 
within the planned programs because of the abnormally high rate of inflation.

The price increases are for the increased cost of fuels as announced by the 
Defense Fuels Supply Center on March 29, 1974 and for Wage Board pay parity 
adjustments  necessitated by the expiration of the Economic Stabilization Act 
(Public Law 91-379).

Legislative increases are for medical and flight pay.

Table 2.—F iscal year 1975 amendment
(TO  A

Active Air Force: mill io ns )
Operation and maintenance, Air Force_______________________ $335.8

f  Military personnel, Air Force_______________________________  25.7

Total active____________________________________________  361. 5
Air Force Reserve:

Operation and maintenance, Air Force------------------------------------- 10. 6
Air National Guard:

Operation and maintenance, Air National Guard -----------------------  32. 4
The active Air Force request is for $361.5 million. The Air Force Reserve 

requires $10.6 million and the Air National Guard $32.4 million for a total Air 
Force requirement of $404.5 million.



Operation and  Maintenance, Air Force

The addi tional requ irem ent in the  Opera tion and  Maintenance, Air Force  appropr iation is $304.3 million for fuel price increases and $.31.5 million for Wage Board employee pay increases for a total of $335.8 million. Requ irements by Budget Activity are  summarized in Table 3.

TA BL E 3.— OPERATION  AND MA INT ENANCE,  AIR FOR CE 

[Total obligational authority,  in millions of dollars)

Strat egic  forces.......................................................................
General purpose forces ............................................ .............
Intell igenc e and communications..........................................
Ai rlif t forces.............................................................................
Centra l supply and maintenance..........................................
Tra ining,  medical, and other general personnel  activ ities.
Administra tion and associated act ivit ies..............................
Supp ort of other nation s........................................................

Total, operation and maintenance............................

Fisca l year 
1975

Pres iden t's
budget Amendment

Fisca l year 
1975 revised 

request

1,4 26. 9 135.7 1,5 62. 6
1,2 35. 9 64.7 1,3 00. 6

564.1 12.6 576.7
318.8 16.4 335. 2

2, 463. 2 77.6 2, 540. 8
1,0 11.0 23.2 1,0 34.2

249.3 5.2 254. 5
250. 4 .4 250 .6

7,5 19 .4 335.8 7,855. 2

The  fuel produc ts consumed by the  Air Force  which are affected by increases are aviatio n fuels, motor gasoline , dist illa tes,  and residuals. In addition to the  direct  consumption, the amount requested includes funds to reimburse the  
Airli ft Service Indust rial  Fun d and the Milit ary Seal ift Command for the  Operatio n and Maintenance. Air For ce’s pro port iona te share of the fuel price increase passed  on to the customers of these revolving funds .

Cha irman McClellan. Prov ide the  rela tive increases for  av iati on fuels, motor  gasoline,  dist illate s, and residuals.
General F is h . I will provide th at  information for the record.
[The  information follows:!

J P -4 ........
A v g a s .. ..
Mogas___
Distillates
Residu als.

Price per barrel

Feb. 1, 1974 Apr . 1, 1974 Increase

$11.63 $14. 87 $3. 24
11.09 15.41 4.32
10. 29 14.07 3.7 8
8. 40 14. 57 6.1 7
8. 57 12.94 4.37

Addit ional funds are required for  Wage Board employee pay increases resulting from the  expi ration of the Economic Stab iliza tion Act (Public  Law 91-379). The Civil Service Commission has  auth orized pay adju stments , effective the 
first pay period af ter  30 April 1974. for  Federal Wage Board employees whose pay increases had been held to 5.5 percent to comply with  Federal  Wage guidelines. That amount of increase did not provide parity  with wages for  similar work in the  pr iva te sector.

A review of Federal Wage Schedules at  105 regions, in which Air Force  activ ities  a re located, revealed the  c urren t wage schedules are  behind prevailing rate s by an ave rage of 3.5 percent. Wage Board pay raise s are  authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5341, which requires the real ignm ent of wages paid to Wage Board  employees to match those prevailing in the pr iva te sector. To comply with  the  law. an additional $31.5 million is needed.

Military Personnel, Air Force

An additional $25.7 million is requested in the amendment for Mil itary Pe r sonnel. Air Force. Requiremen ts by Budget Activ ity are shown in Table 4.
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T A B L E  4. — M I L I T A R Y P E R S O N N E L. AI R  F O R C E  

[ T ot al o bli g ati o n s! a ut h o rit y , i n milli o n s of d oll ar s]

P a y a n d all o w a n c e s of offi c er s.....................
P a y a n d all o w a n c e s of e n li s t e d....................
P a y a n d all o w a n c e s of c a d et s.......................
S u b si st e n c e of e nli st e d p e r s o n n el..............

P er m a n e n t c h a n g e of s t a ti o n ......................
Ot h e r milit a r y p er s o n n el c o st s .....................

T ot al milit a r y p er s o n n e l, A ir  F or c e

Fi s c al y e ar  
1 9 7 5 Fi s c a l y e ar

Pr e si d e nt' s 1 9 7 5 r e vi s e d
b u d g e t A m e n d m e nt r e q u e s t

2, 1 4 4.  9 1 5 . 2 2 , 1 6 0 . 1
4, 2 6 9. 0 4, 2 6 9. 0

1 8 . 9 1 8 . 9
3 9 7. 9 3 9 7 . 9
6 1 2. 0 1 0 . 5 6 2 2 . 5

7 . 3 7 . 3

7, 4 5 0 . 0 2 5. 7 7, 4 7 5. 7

A t ot al of $ 2 5. 7 milli o n is r e q u est e d i n t his pr o p os e d a m e n d m e nt f or Milit ar y 
P ers o n n el. Air F or c e, t o m e et a d d e d r e q uir e m e nts gr o wi n g o ut of n e w l e gi sl ati o n 
a n d f u el pri c e i n cr e as es. T h e r e visi o ns i n t h e crit e ri a f or t h e e ntitl e m e nt a n d 
t h e m et h o d of c o m p ut ati o n f or a vi a ti o n c ar e er i n c e n ti v e p a y i n a c c or d a n c e wit h 
P u bli c L a w 9 3- 2 9 4 h a v e i n cr e as e d t h e fis c al y e ar 1 9 75 r e q uir e m e nt b y $ 6. 9 mil
li o n. S p e ci al p a y a n d b o n us es t o b e p ai d t o p h ysi ci a n s u n d e r t h e pr o visi o ns of 
P u bli c L a w 9 3- 2 7 4 will r es ult i n t h e p a y m e nt of a n a d diti o n al $ 8.3 milli o n d u r
i n g fis c al y e a r 1 9 75 t o t h es e m e di c al r es o ur c es. A n d fi n all y, t h e r e m ai ni n g $ 1 0.5 
milli o n of t h e t ot al is r e q u e st e d t o m e et t h e a d d iti o n al r e q ui r e m e nts c a us e d b y 
f u el pri c e i n cr e as es w hi c h h a v e, eff e cti v e 1 A pril 1 9 74, r ais e d t h e p ass e n g er a n d 
c ar g o r at e s f or P C S tr a v el t hr o u g h t h e Milit ar y Air lift a n d Milit ar y S e a lift 
C o m m a n ds.

O p e r a ti o n  a n d  Mai n t e n a n c e , Ai r Fo r c e  Re s e r v e

T h e Air F or c e R es e r v e O p er a ti o n a n d M ai nt e n a n c e a p pr o pri ati o n r e q u ir es 
$ 9. 0 milli o n f or t h e f u el pri c e i n cr e a s e a n d $ 1. 6 milli o n f or W a g e B o ar d e m
pl o y e e i n cr e as es. T h e a m e n d e d esti m at e f or fis c al y e ar 1 9 75 is s h o w n i n T a bl e 5.

T A B L E 5 .- 0 P E R A T I 0 N  A N D  M A I N T E N A N C E, AI R  F O R C E R E S E R V E  

[ T o t al  o bli g ati o n al a u t h or it y, i n milli o n s  of d oll ar s]

Mi s si o n f or c e s................................................................................................................

D e p ot m ai n t e n a n c e.......................................................................................................
Ot h er s u p p or t.................................................................................................................

T ot a l, Ai r F or c e R e s e r v e................................................................................

Fi s c al y e a r  
1 9 7 5

Pr e si d e n t’ s
b u d g et A m e n d m e nt

Fi s c al y e ar  
1 9 7 5 r e vi s e d  

r e q u e st

1 7 9. 6 1 0 . 1 1 8 9 . 7
3 6. 6   . 3 6 . 6
6 2. 0 . 5 6 2 . 5

2 7 8. 2 1 0 . 6  2 8 8 . 8

O p e r a ti o n  a n d  Mai n t e n a n c e , Ai r  Na ti o n a l  Gu a r d

T h e O p er ati o n a n d M ai nt e n a n c e, Air N ati o n al G u ar d a p pr o pri ati o n r e q u ir es 
$ 2 5.3 milli o n f or t h e f u el pri c e i n cr e as e a n d $ 7. 1 milli o n f or W a g e B o ar d e m
pl o y e e i n cr e as es. T h e a m e n d e d esti m at e f or fis c al y e a r 1 9 75 i s s h o w n i n T a bl e 6.

T A B L E 6. — O P E R A T I O N  A N D  M A I N T E N A N C E, AI R  N A T I O N A L G U A R D

Fi s c al y e a r
1 9 7 5 Fi s c al y e ar

Pr e si d e nt' s 1 9 7 5 r e vi s e d
b u d g e t  A m e n d m e n t  r e q u e s t

O p e r ati o n of a ir c r af t.....................................................................................................
L o gi sti c al s u p p or t..........................................................................................................
Tr a i ni n g  s u p p or t-..........................................................................................................
M e d i c al s u p p ort.............................................................................................................
S er vi c e wi d e  s u p p or t.....................................................................................................

T o t al , Ai r N ati o n al G u a r d...............................................................................

8 4. 2 2 3 . 4  1 0 7 . 6
9 3 . 9  . 9  9 4 . 8

4 1 4 . 3  8 . 1  4 2 2 . 4

. 6  .............................  . 6
3 . 1   .............................. 3 . 1

5 9 6. 1 3 2 . 4  6 2 8 . 5

3 7 - 1 9 9 0  -  7 4 -  1 7

I
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Summary

Mr. Chairman, in summary, the  Air Force portion of the  fiscal year 1975 
Amendment consists of $349.1 million for fuel cost increases, $40.2 million for 
Wage Board pay increases, $6.9 million for flight pay and $S.3 million for medical 
pay. In all $404.5 million in additional funds are  requ ired in fiscal year  1975. 
Table 7 is an appropr iation .summary of the amended request.

TABLE 7

Operation and maintenance, Ai r Force................
Military personnel, Ai r Force................................
Opera tion and maintenance, Ai r Force Reserve. 
Opera tion and maintenance, Ai r National Guard

Fiscal year 
1975

President's
budget Amendment

Fiscal year  
1975 revised 

request

7,519.4 335.8 7, 855 .2
7,450.0 25.7 7, 475 .7

278.2 10.6 288. 8
596.1 32.4 628. 5

Military Personnel, Air Force/F light Pay Realignment

Cha irman McClellan. Exp lain  the flight pay realig nmen t c riteri a that  resulted 
in a man-year  increase.

General F is h . Sir, altho ugh the re were changes in categorizations such as 
Flight  Nurses and Other moved from crew sta tus  to non rated crew sta tus  and 
Flight. Medical Officers moved from nonrated  noncrew sta tus  to crew status, the 
additional man-years are  because of the  res tora tion  of aviation care er incentive 
pay for O-6's and  above as p rovided in Public  Law 93-294.

Military Personnel, Air Force/PC S
Chairman McClellan. How much of the orig inal fiscal year 1975 permanent 

change  of stat ion trav el budget was  for Mili tary Air lift and Sea lift Command 
cargo and  passenger costs?

General Fis h . Sir, the  fiscal year  1975 Preside nt's  Budget included the fol
lowing costs for Mili tary Airl ift and  Sealift Command cargo and  passenge rs:

Cost (in
Mili tary Air lift  Command (MAC) : thousa nds)

Pa ss en ge rs ________________________________________________ $60, 921
Cargo ___________________________________________________  46,251

Mili tary Sea lift Command (MSC) : Cargo-------------------------------------  21,432

<



Defense Manpower Commission

ST A T E M E N T  OF AD M.  L ES T E R  E. H U B B ELL, P R E S E N T IN G  T H E  
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A CCO M PA N IE D  BY D E N N IS  CONDIE , A D M IN IS T R A T IV E  O FF IC E R , 
D E F E N S E  M A N PO W ER  COM M IS SI ON

PREPARED STATEMENT

Chairman McClellan. Now wc will hear from Admiral Hubbell of 
the Defense Manpower Commission.

Admiral Hubbell. I would like to present the statement of our chair
man for the record. Would you like me to read it, sir ?

Chairman McClellan. It will be prin ted at this point in the record 
of the hearings along with questions to be answered.

Admiral  Hubbell. This is from Curti s W. Tar r, who is our Cha ir
man.

[The statement follows:]
Adm iral  H ubbel l. Mr . Cha irm an . Mem be rs of th is  C om m it te e: I t is  my  p ri v i

lege to  pr es en t to  yo u th e bu dg et of  th e Defen se  Man po wer  Co mm iss ion  to co ve r 
it s op er at io ns duri ng  Fi sc al  Ye ar 1975. We seek  an  ap pro pri at io n  of $1.1 mill ion 
fo r th e coming  ye ar .

The  Co mm iss ion  w as  es ta bl is he d by  T it le  V II  of Pu bl ic  La w 93-155 . th e De
part m ent of  D efen se  A ppr op ri at io n A ut hor iz at io n A ct of  1974. Th e Co mm iss ion  of  
seven mem be rs ha s th e  du ty  to “co nd uc t a co mpr eh en sive  st ud y an d in ves tigat io n 
of  th e  ov er al l m an po w er  re qu ir em en ts  of  th e D ep ar tm en t of  Defen se ,’’ to re nder 
in te ri m  re po rt s to  th e Con gres s an d to  th e  P re si den t,  an d to  su bm it it s fin al re ; 
po rt  n ot  l a te r th an  19 A pri l 197G.

To thos e of  you wh o a re  th or ou gh ly  fa m il ia r w ith  Defen se  ac tivit ie s,  a co ge nt  
an sw er  m us t be give n to  th e n a tu ra l in qu ir y : “W hy  is ano th er st udy ne ce ss ar y?” 
I be lieve  an  appro pri a te  repl y in clud es  tw o part s.  F ir st , it  is p ru dent to as k  an  
in de pe nd en t gr ou p to st udy  and eval uate  pr og ra m s in de ta il  in ord er  to  mak e a 
ju dgm en t e it her th a t th ese  a re  be ing  under ta ken  w ith im ag in at io n an d care  or 
to  off er pr op os als th a t wou ld  im prov e them . Thi s ty pe  of  revi ew  is by no m ea ns  
ex clus ively a go ve rn m en ta l ex er ci se  in c a u ti o n ; we al l kn ow  th e exte nt to wh ich  
bu sine sses , fo un da tion s,  uni ve rs it ie s,  an d pu bl ic  se rv ic e or ga ni za tion s uti li ze  
pr of es sion al  outs id ers  fo r si m il ar ac tivit ie s.  The  ne ce ss ity  fo r su ch  in quir ie s in 
th e F edera l G ov er nm en t is  so m ew ha t mor e im pr es sive  ow ing to  th e la rg e sc ale of  
th e pr og ra m s be ing adm in is te re d , th e p le th ora  of  in fo rm at io n co nc erning  them , 
and th e dif fic ul tie s fa ci ng th es e who  ha ve  re sp on sibi li ty  fo r ov er sigh t of  them , 
ch ie fly Mem bers of  Con gr es s an d P re si den ti al  App ointee s, to  th or ou gh ly  under
st an d  the  m yr ia d of  th e ir  im port an t face ts .

R ut thos e Sen at ors  an d Co ng ressmen  wh o prop os ed  th e  cr ea tion of th e  Co m
miss ion al so  ha d mor e spe cif ic ob ject ives . The  fi rs t ap pro ac h to  sa vi ng  in th e 
Gov er nm en t is to  e li m in ate  pro gr am s th a t no  lo ng er  ca n be ju st if ied,  ev en  
th ou gh  do ing so may  be  a m os t pai nfu l pro cess . The  nex t co ns id er at io n is to  do 
eff ici en tly  thos e ac ti v it ie s th a t ne ed  do ing , ta k in g  in to  ac co un t bo th  im m ed ia te  
an d d is ta n t costs . Eac h of th es e pr in cipl es  may  ha ve  re le va nc e as  we  vie w 
th e m an po w er  ac tiv it ie s in th e  m il it ar y  se rv ices . Sp ec ifi ca lly , we m us t re sp on d 
to  se ver al  q uest io ns:

1. W hat  are  th e tr u e  ne ed s fo r m an po wer  in  th e D epar tm en t of  Defen se  
and  in th e Ar me d Fo rc es , bo th  cu rr en tl y  and pr os pe ct iv el y ov er  th e nex t
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te n ye ar s,  in cl ud in g ac tive dut y an d re se rv e m il it a ry  me n an d wo me n, 
civi lia ns , a nd  c on tr ac t pe rs on ne l?  . , .

2. Ho w ca n m an po w er  be ut il iz ed  mor e ef fe ct iv ely?  Thi s qu es tio n in clud es  
a co nc ern  fo r th e  re la ti ve  m ix tu re s of  un ifor m ed  pe rs on ne l an d civi lia ns , 
m al es  an d fem ales , an d  th e  nu m be rs  as sign ed  to  co mba t as  contr as te d  
w ith su pp or t a c ti v it ie s ; an  ev al uat io n of  th e re cru it m ent an d re te ntion  
of  pers onnel; an d an  ap p ra is a l of th e  pro gr am s fo r tr a in in g , ed uc at io n an d 

3 W ha t ki nd s of  m anageri a l in st ru m ents  sh ou ld  be  av ai la bl e bo th  to  th e 
P re si den ti a l App oint ee s an d Mem bers of  Co ng ress  to  im prov e th e ir  co nt ro l 
ov er  m an po wer  p ro gra m s?

T hus th e re sp on sibi li ties  of  th e Co mm iss ion  are  bro ad  and  it s specif ic co n
ce rn s ma y be vi ta l. W heth er pr og re ss  is mad e wi ll de pe nd  upon th e m an ner  
in  which  th e Co mm iss ion  or ga ni ze s it s ac tivit ie s.  We Com miss ione rs  ha ve  
de cide d to op er at e w ith a sm al l st af f of  th e  mos t ab le  peop le we ca n re cr uit , 
w or ki ng  un de r the di re ct io n of  a di st in gu is hed  Exe cu tive  D ire ct or . In  th e bu dg et  
we  ha ve  su bm it ted to  you. we es tim at e th a t we wi ll ha ve  26 per m an en t po si 
tion s,  in cl ud in g al l sec re ta ri a l an d adm in is tr a ti ve pe rs on s wh o su pp or t th e  <
se ni or sp ec ia lis ts . We  do no t in te nd to undert ake ex te ns iv e origi na l wo rk but 
ra th e r to  dr aw  upon  th e  abundan ce  of  in fo rm at io n th a t a lr ea dy ex is ts , to  up 
date  it . an d th en  to  evalu a te  id ea s old  an d new to  se ar ch  fo r th e re le va nt  pro p
os it io ns  th a t could  fa c il it a te  sign ifi ca nt  im prov em en t. Spec ifi ca lly  we  pl an  
now to  ap po in t Assoc ia te  D ir ecto rs  fo r each  of  th e  fo llo wing a r e a s :

1. M an po wer  R eq uirem en ts
2. M an po wer  U ti li za tion
3. R es erve  F orce s
4. R ec ru itm en t
5. C om pa ris on s W ith  O th er Nat io ns
G. C ar ee r Pro gr am s (T ra in in g , Edu ca tion  a nd  A dv an ce m en t)
7. C om pe nsat ion
8. O rg an iz at io n an d M an ag em en t C on tro l

W e ha ve  no t ye t hi re d pro fe ss io na l mem be rs of th e st af f but we  ha ve  in te r
view ed  m an y pros pe ct ive candid a te s an d in te nd  to mak e co m m itm en ts  soon .

The  seve n Com miss ione rs hav e begu n an  ex te ns iv e pr og ra m  of  br ief ing s an d 
st ud y de sign ed  to  fa m il ia ri ze  th em  w ith  th e prob lems th a t ex is t. Pr ob ab ly  each  
Com mission er  will  te nd  to  sp ec ia lize  in  th e a re as of  co nc ern of  th e  Assoc ia te 
D irec to rs  as  ou r stud ie s proc ee d.  Also , we  in te nd  to  ut il iz e co nsu lt an ts  fo r sp e
cific ac ti v it ie s of in qu ir y or eval uation , as  we ll as  lio n-p aid  ad vi so rs . U lti mately,  
th e Co mm iss ion  mus t weig h th e  su gg es tio ns  th a t ha ve  come  from  th e st af f an d 
o th er so ur ce s in th e p roce ss  of  fo rm ula ti ng  fin al re co m men da tio ns .

I fee l ho no red  to be ab le  to  w or k w ith  a di st in guis hed  Co mm iss ion , p a r
ti cu la rl y  our Vice C ha irm an , th e  H on or ab le  H as tings K ei th , re ce nt ly  a Memb er 
of  Con gres s from  M as sa ch us et ts  and a Res erve  Officer. Th e Co mm iss ion  is fo rt u 
nat e to  in cl ud e th e Hon or ab le  K arl  Ben de tse n.  fo rm er ly  Und er  Sec re ta ry  of  th e 
Ar my  an d mor e rece nt ly  a co rp ora te  ex ec ut iv e:  Mr.  B ri tt on  Gordo n,  a bu sine ss 
man  long  as so ci at ed  w tih  th e  Arm y an d our  Res er ve  F o rc e s : Mr . A rt hu r H al ey  
wh o ha s ha d a lif et im e of  ex pe rien ce  in th e ed uca tional , pu bl ic  re la tions  an d 
pr om ot io na l ac tivi ti es  of  b u sin ess : R ear A dm iral  L es te r Hub be ll,  a re ti re d 
na va l officer w ith  ex tens iv e fle et and pe rs on ne l experi ences: an d la st ly , Dr .
Norma Lo oser,  Assoc ia te P ro fe ss or of  Bus in es s A dm in is tr at io n  a t th e Ge org e 
W as hi ng to n U ni ve rs ity  an d a  fo rm er officer in  th e U.S . A ir  Fo rce.  Th us , th e 
Com miss ione rs  ha ve  bo th  ex pe rien ce  and th e wi sdom  th a t come s from  en lig ht - *
ened  a ct io n  t o un der ta ke th is  im port an t wo rk.

Mr. C ha irm an , I ha ve  conf idence  th a t th is  Co mm iss ion  will  pe rf or m  in a 
cr ed it ab le  wa y to  th e su bst an ti a l advan ta ge  o f th e na tion . W ith  th is  ex pe ct at io n 
of  ac hi ev em en t. I as k yo ur  s up po rt  of our b ud ge t re qu es t.

*
Sta ff  of  D e f en se  M an po wer  Co m m is si o n

C ha irm an  McClel lan . W he n do yo u ex pe ct  to  ha ve  co mplete d h ir in g  mem bers 
of  th e St af f?

A dm iral  H ubbell. At  pre se nt , th e  Co mm iss ion  can h ir e  st af f on ly to  a lev el 
co ns is te nt  w ith  th e lim ite d fu ndin g  av ai la ble  unde r th e co ntinuin g reso lu tio n.
Full  sta ffi ng  will  no t be re ac he d un ti l a f te r  th e pa ss ag e of  th e Co mmiss ion's  ap 
pr opr ia tion.  Alth ou gh  th e actu a l h ir in g  ca nn ot  ta ke  pl ac e be ca us e of  th e  fu nd in g 
pro blem , th e  iden ti fica tion  an d in te rv ie w in g  of  pote ntial  st af f mem be rs  will  
co nt inue .
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C ha irm an  McCle ll an . How muc h does th e Co mm iss ion  pl an  to  o bliga te  du ri ng  
th e fi rs t q u a rt e r of  th e Fi sc al  Y ea r unde r th e Con tinu in g Res olut ion A uth or
ity?

Adm ira l H ubb el. At pr es en t, it  is es tim at ed  th a t th e Co mm iss ion  wi ll ha ve  
ob lig ated  ap pro xim at el y $120,000, by th e en d of  th e  fi rs t qu a rt e r of  F is ca l Y ea r 
1975.

Cha irm an  McCle ll an . Does th e Co mm iss ion  in te nd to  re st ud y th e en ti re  ques
tio n of  m il it ary  co m pe ns at io n as  w as  done  whe n th e “H ub be ll P la n ” w as  
pr op os ed ?

Adm iral  H ubb ell . No, mu ch  of  th e  “H ub be ll P la n ” lia s al re ad y been  en ac te d  
in to  law . We  a re  h ir in g , ho pe fu lly , tw o peop le who  w or ke d on th e o ri g in al  p la n— 
Jo hn  A. McT igh e on  R et ir em en t and Ben ef its  and Je rr y  Ju li us on ac tive du ty  
co mpe ns at io n—to  update  th e  m aj or th ru s t of  th e  reco m men da tio ns . T h a t th ru s t 
was  th e  sa la ry  pl an  and  a close ti e  to  th e  Civi l Se rv ice Sy stem —a co nc ep t of  
one em plo yer, one bas ic  syste m.  T hi s will  he p a rt  of  th e Co mmiss ion’s ef fo rts .

C ha irm an  McCle ll an . Are  al l th e  mem be rs  of  th e  Co mm iss ion  cu rr en tl y  p a r
ti ci pat in g  in th e b rief in gs  y ou  m en tio ne d?

Adm iral  H ubbe ll. Yes, to  th e be st  of  th e ir  ab il ity . All br iefin gs  a re  be in g 
ta ped  an d ea ch  Com m ission er  wh o m us t mi ss a br ie fin g lia s th e ta pe of  th a t 
br ie fin g se nt  to him  w ith  copie s of  chart s used , etc ., so al l do ob ta in  th e benefit .

Cha irm an  McCle ll an . W ha t ki nd s of  co m pa riso ns  w ith  oth er  N at io ns  a re  
co nt em pl at ed  ?

A dm iral  H ubbell . T he  Co mm iss ion  has  hired  fo r th is  a re a  of  stud y Mr . K en 
net h Coffey, wh o will  he  re por ting fo r duty  a t th e  en d of  th is  mo nth.  li e  has  
been co nd uc tin g re se arc h  in  Lo ndon  fo r th e  p ast  2 years  on th is  p art ic u la r su bje ct  
and will  he br in gi ng  th e  re su lt s of  hi s ef fo rt s to  th e Co mm iss ion  in th e fo rm  of  
a  do ct or al  thes is.  At  pre se nt,  th e part ic u la r di re ct io n of  th e ef fo rt in th is  a re a  has  
no t bee n def ined. Thi s w ill  he de te rm in ed  a f te r  th e  a naly si s of  p re se nt ly  avai la ble  
re se ar ch . Th e Co mmiss ion does no t pla n an y ov er se as  tr ip s a t th is  tim e.

C ha irm an  McCle ll an . W he n do yo u ex pe ct  to  ha ve  co mplete d h ir in g  a ll  mem 
be rs  of  th e St af f?

A dm iral  H ubb ell . At p re se nt,  th e Co mmiss ion ca n h ir e  st af f on ly to  a level 
cons ist en t, w ith  th e lim ited  fu nd in g avai la ble  under  th e  co nt in ui ng  re so lu tio n.  
F u ll  sta ffi ng  will  no t be re ac he d unti l a f te r  th e pa ss ag e of th e  Co mmiss ion's  ap 
pro pr ia tion.  Alth ou gh  th e  ac tu a l hir in g  ca nn ot  ta ke pla ce  be ca us e of  th e fu nd
in g pro blem , th e id en ti fi ca tion  an d in te rv ie w in g of po te n ti a l st af f mem be rs  wi ll 

co nt in ue .
C ha irm an  McClellan . H ow mu ch  does th e  Co mm iss ion  pl an  to ob liga te  duri ng  

th e  fi rs t qu a rt e r of  th e F is ca l Yea r under  th e  C on tinu in g Res olut ion A uth ori ty ?
A dm iral  H ubbell. At pre se n t,  it  is est im at ed  th a t th e  Co mm iss ion  w ill  ha ve  

ob liga ted ap pr ox im at el y $120,00 0 by th e en d of  th e  fi rs t q u a rt e r of Fis ca l Yea r 
1975.

C ha irm an  McClellan . Do es  th e  Co mm iss ion  in te nd to  re st udy tlie en ti re  q ue s
tion of m il it ar y  co m pe ns at io n as  wa s do ne  whe n th e “H ub be ll P la n ” was  pro 
posed  ?

A dm iral  H ubbell. No, m uc h of  th e “H ub be ll P la n ” has  al re ad y bee n en ac te d 
in to  law . We a re  hir in g,  ho pe fu lly,  tw o peop le wh o wor ke d on th e o rigi na l p la n— 
Jo hn  A. Mc Tighe on R eti re m ent an d Be ne fit s and  Je rr y  Ju li u s  on ac tive  dut y 
co m pe ns at io n—to update  th e m ajo r th ru s t of  th e  reco m men da tio ns . T hat th ru s t 
w as  th e  sa la ry  pl an  and a clos e ti e to  th e Ci vi l Se rv ice Sys te m—a co ncep t of  o ne  
em ploy er , one ba sic  sy stem . T his  w ill  he p a rt  of  th e Co mmiss ion’s eff or ts.

C hai rm an  McClellan . Are  a ll  th e  mem be rs of  th e Co mm iss ion  curr en tly  p a r
ti c ip a ti ng  in th e  b rie fin gs  y ou  m en tion ed ?

A dm ir al  H ubbell. Yes , to  th e  be st  of  th e ir  ab il ity.  Al l br iefin gs  are  be ing 
ta ped  an d ea ch  Co mm iss ion  w ho  m ust  mi ss a br ie fin g has  th e  ta pe  of  th a t b ri ef 
ing  se nt to  him  w ith  copie s of  c h a rt s  use d, etc ., so a ll  do obta in  th e ben efi t.

C hai rm an  McClel lan . W hat kin ds of  c om pa riso ns  w ith  o th er N at io ns  are  c on 
te m pl at ed ?

A dm ir al  H ubbell. The  Com miss ion ha s hired  fo r th is  a re a  of  stud y Mr. K en 
net h Coffey,  wh o wi ll he  re port in g  fo r dut y a t th e  en d of  th is  mon th . He ha s 
been co nd uc ting  re se ar ch  in  Lo nd on  fo r th e past  2 years  on th is  part ic u la r 
su bje ct  and wi ll he br in gi ng  th e  re su lt s of  hi s ef fo rt s to  th e  Co mm iss ion  in th e 
fo rm  of  a do ctor al  th es is . At  p re se nt,  th e p a rt ic u la r d ir ec tion  of  th e ef fo rt in 
th is  a re a  ha s no t bee n defin ed . T his  will  be de te rm in ed  a f te r  th e  an al ysi s of 
p re se ntly  av ail ab le  re se ar ch . T he Co mm iss ion  does not pla n an y ov er se as  tr ip s 
a t th is  t im e.
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BUDGET REQUEST

Admiral Hubbell. I t is my privilege to present to you the budget 
of the  Defense Manpower Commission to cover its operations during 
fiscal year 1975. AVe seek an appropriation o f $1.1 million for the com
ing year. The commission's plan is to have a small commission staff 
of high quality.

T believe, Senator, you know Mr. Tom Morris. l ie  has  been working 
with us as actually the prospective chairman of our advisory commit
tee. AAV expected to have him as the executive director , that  didn ’t 
work out, so he has worked with me on the study plan  and the formula
tion of our plan to do the commission work.

We intend to hire a staff of about 26 people, all producers, we don't .
expect to have a large staff and the commission members expect to get 
fully involved in the work of the commission.

Chairman McClellan. How many commissioners are there?
Admiral Hubbell. Seven commissioners, sir. «
Chairman McClellan. H ow are they paid ?
Admira l Hubbell. Commissioners will be paid on a per diem basis 

at the rate of $36,000 a year, but the maximum tha t they can earn 
is $18,000 a year because of  an established policy of the commission 
setting 130 days as the maximum number of days a commissioner can 
work.

In our  budget we showed-----
Chairman McClellan. How large a staff do you propose to have?
Admiral H ubbell. Twenty-six people.
Chairman McClellan. A total of 26 people ?
Admiral Hubbell. That is our expectation, yes, sir. AAV have hired 

at the present time, or made obligations to about 13 people.
Chairman McClellan. AA’hat is the life of this commission?
Admiral H ubbell. Two years, sir. And the author ization  was $2.5 

million, and we are asking for $1.1 million with the carryover from 
the preceding year.

Chairman McClellan. AVbat was appropria ted last year for the 
Defense Manpower Commission ?

Admiral II ubbei.l. $100,000. of which we have spent about $50,000.
Chairman McClellan. So you expect to have available to vou this 

year $1,300,000?
Admiral Hubbell. That  is rig ht ,si r.
Chairman McClellan. AAVuld vou expect next year to increase 

that?
Admiral Hubbell. I  hope not. AAV expect to stay within the author 

ized amount.
Chairman McClei.lan. AAThich is?
Admiral Hubbell.$2.5 million.
Chairman McClellan. I hope you will stay within that  limit.
Admiral H ubbell. Thank you, sir, we plan to.

PREPA RED ST AT EM EN TS BY SENATOR MONTOYA

Chairman McClei.lan. Prepared  testimony was received from Sen
ator Montoya subsequent to the printing of previous volumes. He has 
requested tha t the statements be included in the record. The state
ments will lie received and placed in the record at this point.
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[The sta tem ents fo llow :]

Ac q u is it io n  of  R a n c h es  W it h in  t h e  B oundarie s of t h e  W h it e  
S an ds  M is s il e  R ange

Mr. C ha irm an , I am  ple as ed  to  be ab le  to  te st if y  to da y on a m a tt e r which  is  
of  vi ta l co ncern  to  m an y ra nc h ow ne rs  in (he are a  of  th e W hi te  Sa nd s M issi le 
Ran ge  in  New  Mexico . T his  m att er co nc erns  w het her  or no t th es e ra nch er s wi ll 
be ju st ly  co mpe ns ated  fo r la nd  wh ich  th ey  used  under  th e au th ori ty  of  th e 
T ay lo r G ra zing  Act.  A b ri e f ou tl in e of  th e  h is to ri ca l ba ck gr ou nd  of  th es e la nds 
sh ou ld  h elp  to  m ak e th e p re se n t si tu ati on  m ore under st an dab le .

The  fe de ra l go ve rn m en t ac qu ired  th e  us e of  th es e la nds by en te ri ng  in to  
“Lea se  an d Su sp en sion  A gr ee m en ts” w ith  th e  ra nch  ow ne rs  in  th e la tt e r p a rt  
of  1949 an d ea rly p a rt  of  1950. I am  in cl ud in g a sp ec im en  cop y of  one  of  th es e 
ag re em en ts  fo r th e reco rd . Th e ag re em en ts  incl ud ed  pr ov is io ns  whe reby  th e 
U ni ted S ta te s leas ed  no t on ly  th e fee  la nd s an d th e s ta te  gr az in g lea ses, but al so  
th e  pu bl ic  do main on which  th e ra nch er s he ld  gr az in g per m it s unde r th e Tay lo r 
G ra zi ng  Act, an d th e  le as e pa ym en ts  pr ov id ed  th ere under were sa nc tion ed  
adm in is tr at iv el y  under  th e p ro vi sion s of  43 U.S.C.A. 315q.

U nd er  th e pr ov is ions  in  th es e ag re em en ts  th e le as es  w er e on a ye ar -to- ye ar  
ba si s,  re ne wab le  a t th e  ex cl us iv e op tio n o f  th e fe de ra l go ve rn m en t fo r a pe riod  
of  20 ye ar s.  Th e “s us pe nsi on ” an no un ce d by th e go ve rn m en t a t th e tim e th e 
ag re em en ts  were en te re d in to  prov ided  th a t th e  gra zi ng perm it s on  th e  pu bl ic  
do m ai n wo uld  be in a su sp en de d s ta tu s duri ng th e te rm  of  th e leas e ag re em en ts . 
The  actu al su sp en sio n occ ur re d th ro ug h th e is su an ce  of  Public Lan d O rd er  833 
in May, 1952.

D es pi te  th e ex pr es s w or din g of  para gra ph  11 of  th e  Lea se  an d Su spen sio n 
Agr ee men ts  wh ich  ob liga ted th e  go ve rn m en t to  co nt in ue  pay m en ts  of  re nta l fo r 
th e  en ti re  ra nc h un it  if  th e  go ve rn m en t re m ai ne d in po ssessio n a ft e r June  30, 
to ho no r th e ag re em en ts  a f te r  Ju ne  30, 1970, an d ju s t p ri o r to th is  dat e filed  
1970 (t h e  ex pi ra tion  da te  of th e  agre em en ts ),  and fe der al  go ve rn m en t re fu se d 
co nd em na tio n proc ee ding s in th e U.S.  D is tr ic t Cou rt fo r th e  D is tr ic t of  New 
Me xic o to  ac qu ire leas eh old in te re st  on a yea r- to -y ea r bas is  up  to  Ju ne 30, 1980.

The se  co nd em na tio n pr oc ee di ng s are  st il l pe nd ing.  The  pr oc ee ding s only in 
vo lve  fee an d st a te  leas ed  la nd  be ca us e th e go ve rn m en t has ta ke n th e po si tio n 
th a t no tw ithst an din g th e  “s usp en si on ” p a rt  of  th e  ag re em en ts  on th e pu bl ic  
do m ai n th e gr az in g leas es  al l te rm in at ed  pri o r to  1959. T h is  po si tio n w as  fi rs t 
m ad e kn ow n to  th e ra nchers  whe n they  pet it io ne d th e Sec re ta ry  of  Defen se  fo r 
adm in is tr a ti ve re lief  unde r th e  pr ov is ions  of  sect ion 315 q pr ev io us ly  men tio ne d.

Mr. Cha irm an , I be lie ve  th es e ra nch er s de se rv e co mpe ns at io n fo r th es e la nds 
he ld  as  a re su lt  of th e T ay lo r G ra zi ng Act.  It  see ms  to  me th a t th er e a re  se ve ra l 
good re as on s wh y we in th e Con gres s sh ou ld  ta ke ac tion to  as su re  th a t th e 
ra nchers  a re  co mpe ns ated  f or th es e lan ds .

F ir s t of  all , ba sed on a re ad in g  of  bo th  a do cu men t from  th e W hi te  San ds  
M issi le Ran ge  co mm and an d a car ef ul re ad in g of  th e  origi na l Le ase an d Su sp en 
sio n Agree men t, it  is c le ar th a t th e ra nch er s had  ev ery re as on  to ex pe ct  th a t 
al l of  th e ir  land , includ ing th a t pr ov ided  as  p a rt  of  T ay lo r G ra zi ng  land , wo uld 
be  re tu rn ed  to them  a t th e  en d of  th e 20 yea r lea se . To qu ot e th e W hi te  San ds  
Miss ile  Ran ge  Co mm and docu m en t:  “T he se  ag re em en ts  a re  worde d in such  a 
m an ne r,  as  show n by th e ab ov e clau se s, to  lead  th e ra ncher to  be lieve  th a t th e 
D ep ar tm en t of  Ar my  ori gi nal ly  had  ev ery in te nt io n,  a t th e en d of  th e 20 yea r 
pe rio d,  to  r e tu rn  t he se  l an ds to  t h e  r ancher f or  h is  f u r th e r us e. ”

Sinc e th e Tay lo r G ra zi ng  P erm it  la nd s mak e up  ov er  70% of  th e la nds in 
vol ved in th e or ig in al  leas e ag re em en t,  a fa il u re  by th e fe dera l go ve rn m en t to 
co m pe ns at e th e ra nch er s fo r th es e la nd s is bo th  u n ju s t an d econ om icall y d is 
ast ro us to  th e ra nc he rs . T his  is es pe ci al ly  th e  ca se  whe n th e ra nchers  had  ev ery 
reas on  to  be lie ve  th a t th ey  wou ld  somed ay  be ab le  to  us e th es e la nd s fo r gr az in g 
pu rp os es  ag ain.

Se condly,  th er e is  a  g re a t de al  of ev iden ce  to  re fu te  th e A rm y’s co nt en tio n th a t 
th es e T ay lo r G ra zing  P er m it s hav e in  fa ct  been ca nc el led . The  po si tio n of  th e 
Arm y Cor ps  of  Eng inee rs  th a t th e  gr az in g leas es  ex pi re d in 1959 is on it s fa ce  
ab su rd  in  vie w of th e fa ct  th a t th e  Lea se  an d Su sp en sion  Agr ee m en ts  rec ognized 
th e  su sp en de d st a tu s an d as m en tio ne d,  th e go ve rn m en t paid  re n ta l fo r use of 
th es e pe rm it  la nd s du ring  th e fu ll  te rm  of  th e Lea se  an d Su sp en sion  Agreeme nts. 
I t seem s ra th e r in co ns is te nt , to  sa y th e  le as t, fo r th e  Ar my  Corps  of  Eng in ee rs  
to  pu bl ic ly  ta ke th e po si tio n th a t th e  leas es  ex pi re d in  1959 w he n in fa c t th e



Arm y pa id  re n ta l up  th ro ugh  1970, an d as  a m att e r of  fa c t w as  ob lig ated  to  
co nt in ue  pa ym en t beyond  th a t tim e unde r th e  ex te ns io n pr ov is io ns  of the Le ase 
and  Su spensio n Agree men ts .

More over,  ac co rd in g to th e  re co rd s of  t he  B ure au  of  L an d M an ag em en t (w hich  
ag en cy  ha s ex clu siv e ju ri sd ic ti on  ov er  th e T ay lo r P erm it s)  th e Tay lo r Per m it s 
ha ve  re m aine d in  a  s us pe nd ed  st a tu s  a t al l tim es  sin ce  t he pa ss ag e of  P ub lic  L an d 
O rd er  833. Th is, of  co urse , is  dir ec tly co n tr ary  to  th e det er m in at io n  mad e by the 
Sec re ta ry  of  Defen se  th a t th e  le as es  we re  ca nc el led or  te rm in ate d  in 1959. W hen 
th is  is su e fi rs t ar os e,  Mr . W.  Ja m es  And erso n,  who a t th a t tim e was  st a te  
d ir ec to r of  th e B ure au  of  L and  M an ag em en t in  New Mexico, was  co nt ac ted by 
th e  ra nc he rs . Mr. And erso n ad vi se d th e ra nch er s th a t th e po si tio n of  th e BLM 
w as  cl ea r th a t Pu bl ic  Lan d O rd er 833 was  on ly a co nd it io na l or de r, th a t it  (lid 
no t re su lt  in  te rm in at io n  of th e  leases , an d th a t by th e ex pr es se d term inolog y 
of  Pub lic La nd  Ord er  833 and  th e pr ov is ions  of  th e  Tay lo r G ra zing  Act , leas es  
wo uld au to m at ic al ly  re vert  to  th e  pri or ow ne rs  im m ed ia te ly  upon  ce ss at ion of  
th e  go ve rn m en t’s oc cupancy. H e fu rt h e r conf irm ed  th a t ac co rd in g to th e reco rd s 
of  t he  BLM al l th es e per m it s re m ai ne d in th e su sp en de d in ac tive st a tu s an d ha ve  
nev er  been cancell ed .

T hu s i t  wo uld  see m only f a i r  th a t th e  ra nch er s sh ou ld  be co mpe ns ate d fo r 
gra zi ng pe rm its wh ich  in  fa c t ha ve  ne ve r l>een ca nc el led . F u rt h e r ev iden ce  of  
th is  la ck  of  ca nc el la tion  of  th e  pe rm its comes fr om  th e ac tion s of  th e In te rn al 
Rev en ue  Service.

The  reco rd s of  th e  In te rn a l Rev en ue  Se rv ice  re fle ct th e fa ct  th a t th ro ug ho ut  
th e  en ti re  pe rio d of  tim e in ques tion fo llo wing th e Le ase and  Su spen sio n Agree 
m en ts  a nd  th e en ac tm en t of  P ub lic Lan d O rd er  833, th e  I n te rn a l Re ve nu e Servi ce , 
E s ta te  T ax  Di vis ion , co nsi st en tly  too k th e po si tion  th a t th es e Tay lo r Grazing  
P erm it s were in  fu ll fo rc e an d ef fect an d as  a co nseq ue nc e th er eo f,  th e es ta te s 
of  m an y of  th es e ra nch er s wh o died  duri ng th e pe rio d in que st io n we re re qu ired  
to  p ay  est a te  ta xes  on th e val ue of th e T ay lo r G ra zing  Per m it s,  which  va lu e wa s 
as se ss ed  on th e ra ti o  be ar in g be tw ee n 33%  i>er ce nt  an d 50 per  ce nt  of th e va lu e 
of  th e  de ed ed  land s. Obv iou sly  th ese  est a te  ta x  li ab il it ie s w er e ve ry  su bst an tial  
The  on ly ar gu m en t, an d a ve ry  w ea k one a t th a t,  th a t th e Cor ps  of  Eng in ee rs  or  
th e Ju s ti ce  D ep ar tm en t has  ev er  had  to  re fu te  th is  in eq ui ty  is  th e  fa ct  th a t w ha t 
one br an ch  of  th e go ve rn m en t do es  has no re la ti onsh ip  to w hat o th er br an ch es  o f 
th e  g ov er nm en t do an d co ns eq ue nt ly  th e f act th a t th e B ure au  of In te rn al Re ve nu e 
has cont in ua lly  m ai nta in ed  th a t ta xes a re  owed fo r th es e in te re st s was  of  no 
co ns eq ue nc e wha tso ev er .

The  r anchers  h av e l os t, th ro ugh  no  f au lt  o f th e ir  own. th ousa nds of  d ol la rs  as  a 
re su lt  of  t he  un just if ied an d un il a te ra l “term in ati on” of  T ay lo r G ra zing  Per m its.  
Bec au se  of  th e re pre se nta tions o f th e  go ve rn m en t th a t th e perm it s wo uld  sim ply  
be su sp en de d an d th a t all  p ri o ri ty  an d pr ef er en ce  ri ghts  wou ld  be  re ta in ed  by 
th e ra nch er s,  th e ra nch er s were in du ce d to  co nt in ue  fu ll an d co mplete pa ym en t 
of  th e s ta te  gr az in g leas es  in cl ud ed  in  th e ra nc h un it s an d as  a m att e r of  fa c t 
even as of  to da y th ey  a re  co ntinuin g to  mak e th es e le as e re n ta l pa ym en ts , 
al th ou gh  th ey  h av e no t ha d us e of  t h e  p ro pe rty sin ce  pri or to  1950. The  reason  fo r 
thes e pay m en ts  is th a t th ey  w er e nec es sa ry  fo r th e ra nchers  to  co nt in ue  th e fu ll  
ra nch  un it s in  un ity  to pr ot ec t th e  pre fe re nc e an d p ri o ri ty  ri g h ts  to  th e fe de ra l 
Tay lo r G ra zi ng  Per m it s whi le  in  th e  su sp en de d st a tu s.  O ther wise,  it  wo uld  ha ve  
bee n un ne ce ss ar y fo r th e ra nchers  to  co nt in ue  th es e pay m en ts  wh ich  ha ve  
am ou nt ed  to  th ou sa nd s of  doll ar s du ri ng  th e pe rio d of  tim e inv olv ed .

The re  is  su bst an ti al  re as on  to  be lie ve  th a t th e  fe de ra l go ve rn m en t ac tu ally  
ac te d il le ga lly in seek ing co nd em na tio n pr oc ee di ng s on th is  la nd an d in ess ence 
di sc on tinu in g re nta l pa ym en ts  f o r th e  T ay lo r G ra zi ng  P er m it  l an ds . P ara gra ph  11 
of  th e “Lea se  an d Su spensio n A gr ee m en ts .” read s as  fo llow s:  “11. Pr ov id ed  th a t 
in  th e ev en t th a t an y Gov ernm en t p ro pert y  is loca ted on th e de mised  pr em ise s a t 
th e  te rm in ati on  da te , th e re n ta l w il l co nt in ue  unt il  such  pro per ty  is  rem oved,  
re st o ra ti on  co mp let ed  as  pr ov id ed  fo r in A rt ic le  10 he reof , or  a ca sh  se tt le m en t 
an d p os se ss ion te nd er ed  to th e G ra n to r. ”

Th e fa cts  a re  un di sp ut ed  th a t as  of  Ju ne  30. 1970. th e cl ai m ed  expir at io n  dat e 
of  th e L east  an d Su spen sio n Agr ee men ts , th e  go ve rn m en t did  in fa c t ha ve  prop 
ert y  of  v ar io us ki nd s an d des cr ip tion s loca te d on su bst an ti al ly  all  of th e ranc he s 
in qu es tio n.  The  cle ar , li te ra l in te rp re ta ti o n  of  th e ag re em en ts , al l of  wh ich  ar e 
in  th e  sa m e fo rm  ca n on ly l»e th a t th e  go ve rn m en t en te re d  in to  a co nt ra ct ual  
ob lig at io n to  co nt in ue  l ea se  p ay m en ts  under th e Le ase an d Su sp en sion  Agreeme nt 
unt il  such  tim e as  th e go ve rn m en t pro pert y  is rem oved, re st o ra ti on  comp let ed , or 
ca sh  se tt le m en t ma de  in lie u th ere of an d posse ssion  tend er ed  to  th e  les sors.  
Des pi te  th e ab ov e prov isi on s, and in  d is re gard  of  th e co ntr actu al pr ov is io ns  of
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th e go ve rn m en t to  co ntinue th e Lea se  an d Su sp en sion  Agree men ts  in ef fect in  al l 
ca ses whe re  go ve rn m en t pr ope rt y w as  loca ted on th e  ranc he s, th e gove rn m en t 
st art ed  co nd em na tio n proc ee ding s ju s t p ri o r to  Ju n e  30, 1970, in  th e  F edera l 
D is tr ic t Cou rt  of  Ne w Me xic o fo r th e  pu rp os e of ta k in g  a ne w le as eh ol d e s ta te  
on a ye ar -to- ye ar  ba si s from  Ju ly  1, 1970, to  June  30, 1980. Thi s is an  id en ti cal 
est a te  with  th a t w hi ch  th e leas ee  had  under  th e  te rm s an d co nd it io ns  of  th e  
Le ase an d Su sp en sio n Agree men ts , ex ce pt  th a t th e  a m ount of  t he re n ta ls  t en der ed  
to  th e re sp ec tiv e ra nch  ow ne rs  under  th e co nd em na tio n proc ee ding s is co nsi der 
ab ly  less  th an  th a t fo rm er ly  pa id  by th e go ve rn m en t under  th e  Lea se  and  
Su spen sio n Agr ee men ts .

Mr. C ha irm an , th e  ra nchers  in qu es tion  ha ve  fu lly  ex pe cted  th es e T ay lo r 
G ra zing  la nd s to  he re tu rn ed  to  them  fo r us e as p a rt  of  th e ir  ranc he s.  F o r some 
20 ye ar s th ey  w er e unable  to  m or tg ag e or sel l th e ir  land . As w as  m en tion ed  
pr ev ious ly , som e 70%  of th e la nd  invo lved  in  th es e le as e ag re em en ts  w ith th e  
fe de ra l go ve rn m en t w as  T ay lo r Per m it  gra zi ng land . Sinc e 1970 th er e has been  
no  co mpe ns at ion by  th e  fe der al  go ve rn m en t w hat so ev er  fo r us e of  th es e T ay lo r 
G ra zing  Per m it  land s.  T hus th e ra nch er s ha ve  been  de pr iv ed  of  a sign if ic an t 
so ur ce  of re ve nu e w hi ch  th ey  ha d ev ery reas on  to  be lie ve  wo uld  co nt in ue  in  th e  
ev en t th a t th e  gra zi ng la nds were no t re tu rn ed  to  th em  fo r th e ir  ow n use.

In  th is  ci rc um stan ce . Mr . C ha irm an . I feel th a t it  is  on ly  fa ir  th a t we  sh ou ld  
ac t pr om pt ly  to  give  th es e ra nch er s th e ju s t co m pe ns at io n wh ich  th ey  de se rv e.  
Con se qu en tly  I am  as kin g, an d I hoi>e you  will  su pport  me in th is  re qu es t, th a t 
$13,948,120 he appro pri a te d  in th e fisc al year 1975 bu dg et  fo r th e  S ecre ta ry  of  
th e  Ar my  to  us e in  co m pe ns at in g th es e ra nchers  fo r loss  of  th e ir  gr az in g right s.

T hi s fig ure  is  ba se d on a fa ir  m ar ket  va lu e of  th e ra nch  pro pe rt ie s of  $800 per 
CY L (Co w un it  Y ea r L ong).  The  va lu e of  th is  gra zi ng la nd ba sed ui>on a c a rr y 
ing ca pa ci ty  of  22.000 c a tt le  a t $800 pe r CY L wo uld am ount to  $17,600,000. Fr om  
th is  fig ure shou ld  he de duct ed  $1,575,880, which  has a lr eady  been pa id  fo r im 
pr ov em en ts  on th es e ra nches an d in ad dit io n  th e $2,076,000 wh ich  has  bee n 
ap pro pri a te d  an d which  is  st il l av ai la bl e fo r ac qu is it io n.  T his  wo uld  le av e a 
net of  $13,948,120 which  it  wou ld  he ne ce ss ar y to  appro pri a te  to  us e w ith th e 
fu nds wh ich  are  al re ady  avail ab le  to  co m pe ns at e th e ra nch  ow ne rs  fo r th e fa ir  
and  re as on ab le  val ue  of  th e ir  ranc he s,  in cl ud in g th e ir  T ay lo r G ra zi ng  P erm it  
land s.

Mr . Cha irm an , under th e  ci rc um st an ce s I fee l th is  is  th e ve ry  le ast  th a t we  
ca n do  to  tr e a t th es e ra nchers  eq ui ta bl y an d fa ir ly . A ft er al l th es e ra nch er s 
ha ve  al w ay s ac te d in good fa it h  to w ar d th e fe der al  go ve rn m en t. We hav e an  
ob lig at io n to do  like wise in  o u r ac tion s to w ar d them .

Additional F unds for Continued Operation of th e Sandia Atomic Museum

Mr. Cha irm an . I am  pl ea se d to  ha ve  th is  opport unity  to  te s ti fy  in  beh al f of  
my re qu es t th a t $64,000 he  added  to  th e fisc al y ear 1975 D ef en se  A pp ro pr ia tio ns  
bi ll in  or de r to  pr ov ide fo r th e  c on tinu ed  ope ra tion  of  t he San dia  At om ic Museum 
in  Albuq ue rque , Ne w Me xic o. Tn ad di tion  I wou ld  lik e to  re ques t au th ori zati on  
fo r th e  field  co mm and of  th e  D ef en se  N uc le ar  Agency to ex ce ed  by five po si tio ns  
th e m an po w er  ce ili ng  es ta bl is he d by th e D ep ar tm en t of  D efen se  th ro ug h DNA. 
T his  la tt e r  re qu es t is  eq ual ly  ne ce ss ar y fo r th e  co nt in ue d ope ra tion  of  th e  
mus eu m.

The  mus eu m was  fo un de d in  1969  in th e bel ie f th a t th e co nt ri bution of  n ucl ea r 
en er gy  to  ou r de fens e ef fo rt  sh ou ld  be  pr es en te d bo th  to  th e  ed uc at io na l com
m unity  and  to  th e pu bl ic  a t la rg e.  Th e mus eu m has  se rv ed  as  an  eff ec tiv e 
ed uc at io na l too l an d as  an  im port an t re so ur ce  to  th e A lbuq ue rq ue  co mmun ity . 
Sinc e it s ince pt ion it  h as be en  fu nd ed  by th e Defen se  N ucl ea r Agency.  L ast  
fa ll.  DN A in it ia te d  ac tion  to  l oca te  a museum sp on so r outs id e of  th e D ep ar tm en t 
of  Defen se . Th e origi na l pla n  w as  to  co nt in ue  Defen se  D ep art m ent fu nd in g 
th ro ugh  fisc al yea r 1975 in o rd er to  al lo w tim e fo r ano th er sp on so r to  be foun d.  
How ev er , a ft e r an  ord er w as  rece iv ed  in Ja n u a ry  of  1974. m an dat in g  a su b
st an ti a l m an po w er  c u t in th e  ag en cy , fisc al year 1975 fu nds fo r th e  museum were 
de le ted from  th e proposed  b ud ge t.

L ast  fa ll  th e N at io na l Atomic  Museum Foun dat io n was  fo rm ed  in ord er  to 
a tt em p t to  se cu re  fu nd in g fo r th e  mu seum  an d th us pr ev en t it s clo sin g. To  da te , 
th e  fo un dat io n,  wh ich  is ch ai re d  by  Mr. Ral ph  S. T rigg an d co mpr ised  of  oth er  
pr om in en t Albuq ue rque  re si den ts , has  bee n un su cc es sful  in  lo ca ting  a new 
spon so r.

On F eb ru ary  19. Sen at or Dom en ic i an d I in troduc ed  a bi ll (S.  3017) to 
au th ori ze  fu nd s fo r th e  Atomic  Ene rg y Co mm iss ion  fo r th e  es ta bli sh m en t of



a National Nuclear Museum. This legis lation would provide for  the  contin uation 
of the  activities of the Sandia Museum. Unfortunate ly, the  bill is not likely 
to be passed in time to provide the  prompt relie f necessary in this instance.

The curre nt budget for the Sandia Nuclear Museum tota ls approximately  
$100,000. Museum officials est imate  th at  the  lowest possible budget allowing 
continued opera tion in fiscal year  1975 will be $04,000. $50,000 of which would 
go towards  the sala ries  of the five civili an employees needed to oi)erate the  
museum. Hence the request for the  small  but very imp ortant  sum a nd manpower 
auth orization.

Mr. Chairman, I tru st th at  you and your  colleagues will agree with me that  
the very worthwhile and laudable  purpose which this  museum fulfills clearly 
justif ies this small additional app ropriat ion  to allow its  continued existence.

SU BCOM MITTEE RECESS

Chairman McClellan. Th at concludes our hearing for today.
The subcommittee stands in recess subject to the call of the Chair.
[Whereupon, at 2:50 p.m., Tuesday, July 16, the subcommittee was 

recessed, to reconvene at the call of the Chair.]
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Jo hn  L. M cClell an (cha irm an ) presi din g.
P re se nt: Sena tors  McC lellan, S ym ing ton , an d Brooke.

D EPA R TM EN T OF ST A TE

Mutual and Balanced F orce Reduction Negotiations

STA TEM EN T OF AM BASS ADOR ST A N L EY  R. RES OR, U.S. R E P R E 
S E N T A T IV E  TO T H E  M B FR  N EG O T IA T IO N S

ACC OMPA NIE D BY  BRU C E C. C LA R K E, JR .,  SE C R E T A R Y  OF D E F E N SE  
R E P R E S E N T A T IV E  TO T H E  M B FR  N EG O TIA TIO N S

ST ATU S REPORT OF  NEGOTI ATIO NS

Ch air ma n McClellan . Th e subcom mit tee  asked Am bassador Resor  
to a pp ea r to day  to  give  us a rep ort  on the  pr ogres s being made on neg o
tia tio ns  in the  mu tua l an d balanced force red uction neg otiations be
twe en the North  A tlan tic  Tr ea ty  O rgan izat ion and the  Wars aw  Pa ct .

Mr. Reso r served as Se cre tar y of  the Army  fo r 6 yea rs, from 1965 
un til  1971. He  is now the rep res entat ive , in these negotia tions th at  
are now in progres s. Sin ce the re are  issues  pe nd ing in the  Congress 
an d before  the  fu ll App ro pr ia tio ns  Com mit tee  of  the  Senate th at  
invo lve the  problem s covered  by these nego tia tio ns  we thou gh t we 
would  like to have you give us a repo rt,  Mr.  Am bassador.  So we wel 
come you th is mo rning an d appre ici ate  you r response  to our inv ita tio n 
to be here.

You ma y proceed now  in  any  way th at  you like.
Am bassador Resor. Well , if  it pleases you,  Mr. Ch airm an , wh at  I  

thou gh t I would do is tel l you rou ghly who the  negotia tions  are  be
tween. how the y are  be ing  con duc ted,  wh at we proposed,  wha t the y 
prop ose, and w here  we are  to  date.

F ir st , let me say T ap prec ia te  the  op po rtu ni ty  to tel l you and your  
com mit tee abou t thes e nego tia tio ns  in Vienn a because we do th in k 
they a re c rit ica lly  im po rta nt .

Ch air man  McClellan . Y ou do th in k the y are  c rit ical ly  im po rta nt?
Am bassa dor Resor. Yes. T do, sir. I fel t th at  way lon g before  they 

sta rte d.  I  felt  t ha t way when I was Sec retar y of  th e Army .
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Chairman McClellan. How long have they been in progress? 
Ambassador Resor. The substantive negotiations commenced 

October 30 of last year.
Chairman McClellan. About 10 months?
Ambassador Rf.sor. That  is right. 9 months, and they deal with 

Central Europe. The area tha t they deal with was defined in initial 
talks that took place in the spring  of 1973. And the area as shown 
here on the map on the  side of the West, it is West Germany and the 
Benelux countries—the Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg— 
and on the Eas t, Eas t Germany, Czechoslovakia, and Boland. Tha t is 
what we call Central Europe , and that  is the area which we are con
cerned with. I t is the reduction of troops and armaments  in this area 
that we are negotiating.

Chairman McClellan. What countries are being represented ?
Ambassador Resor. Th is is the area, and it is West Germany, the 

Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg. Now it also includes the 
troops of other NATO allies th at are in this  a rea; namely, the troops 
of the United Kingdom, Canada, the United States, and France. 
[Delete.]

Chairman McClellan. We would like to know the strength—that is, 
stationed in those areas that your  map depicts.

Ambassador Resor. Yes.
Fir st, let me speak about the ground force manpower because 

we think that is the most significant force. They actually are more 
than 80 percent of the forces.

Chairman McClellan. These figures as I understand it are in
cluded in that  area ?

Ambassador Resor. That is right .
Chairman McClellan. I t does not include backup forces on either 

side beyond that area ?
Ambassador Rf.sor. That  is correct.
Now in the area on the NATO side we have 777,000 ground force 

manpower. That is soldiers. Tha t does not include airmen.
Let me say right now that  the Navy is out of this. The talks do not 

deal with the Navy on either side.
Chairman McClellan. As I understand it you are dealing with 

the confrontation or potential confrontation in this area where the 
Warsaw nations and the NATO nations are on the  boundaries of those 
countries.

Ambassador Resor. Face each o ther, yes. T think  it is interesting to 
note it is the largest direct mili tary  confrontat ion in the world. It  
is the most important. Of th at 777,000 193.000 are U.S. soldiers.

Chairman McClellan. 193.000 is not our total streng th in NATO ?
Ambassador Resor. We have something a little over 300,000 in all 

of Europe.
Chairman McClellan. About two-thirds of NATO is stat ioned in 

this area.
Ambassador Resor. Correct.
Chairm an McClellan. Proceed.
Ambassador Resor. We are talking. Senator Symington, about the 

troops in the area that  we are dealing with in these negotiations in 
Vienna and this is the area and it includes West Germany and the 
Benelux countries on tha t side: Eas t Germany, Czechoslovakia, and 
Poland here, and that  is what we agreed with the other side to  talk
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about. Th is is th e so-ca lled  r edu ctio n area, oth erw ise , we call it Ce ntra l 
Europ e.

On the  Wars aw  Pa ct  side we est imate  th at  the [de lete d] sold iers , 
grou nd  force  per son nel , of  which we est imate  th at  the  U.S .S.R. has 
[de leted]  or rou gh ly ha lf , and on our side yo u see our  193,000 is abo ut 
25 percent  of  the  a llie d forces.

Now as to arm am en ts,  we th in k the most im po rta nt  of  the con ven 
tio na l arm ament s are  the  ta nks, and t he re we have 6.000 tanks  in acti ve 
un its  on the NA TO  side  versus 15,500 on the  othe r side. So t hey have 
about a 21/2 to  1 ad va ntag e in tanks.  Those are  the most  im po rta nt , 
we thi nk , m ili ta ry  elem ents in the  area .

Ch air man  McClel lan . Ts that  f ac tor B ?
f Am bas sad or Resor, N o. fac tor 8. I t is w ha t we ca ll the  geogra phica l

di sp ar ity . It  i s th e dis tan ce.  I f  the Sov iets  and  the  U ni ted  State s with 
draw , the Soviets—i f th ey  wi thd rew  only to th ei r wes tern  mili ta ry  
di str ic ts,  have to go  back 650 k ilom eters a nd  ro ug hly  400 miles, whereas  
ou r tro ops come back to  the Un ite d State s, 3,000 miles, or  5,000 
kilo meters .

I t  is thes e thr ee  di sp ar iti es —the  dispar iti es  in gro und force man 
pow er, and  tan ks, and th is  geo gra phica l di sp ar ity —th at we tr y  to 
deal with in ou r pro posal  fo r reduct ions. I  will  come to th at  in ju st  
a minute,  but  before  I do I thou gh t it migh t lx* he lpf ul  to  tel l you 
wh at cou ntr ies  are  involved in thes e neg oti ations.

On our side we hav e seven wha t we call di rect  pa rti cipa nts. Tho se 
are  the  cou ntr ies  th at  ei ther  have  te rr itory  in the  are a or  troops in 
the  area, and these  are  th e cou ntr ies  th at  wou ld be expected—th ey 
are  poten tia l signers of  an agreem ent—to  reduce an d------

Ch air ma n McClellan. Wha t ?
Am bassador R esor. Th ey  are  expecte d to sign any reduct ion  

agreem ent .
Ch air man  McClellan. I  see.
Am bassador R esor. By  co nt ra st we also have w ith  us five flank coun

tr ie s who are  there who pa rt ic ip ate in the nego tia tio ns  but  who are  
not expected to reduce, bu t who are int ere ste d in the outcome because 
the y don’t wan t to be adverse ly affected by any wi thdraw al  th at  the  
Sovie ts make. For exa mple,  the  Tu rk ish  Gover nm ent  is presen t, and  
the y would not want the  Sovie ts to resta tio n the  tro op s they  with 
draw  ne ar  Turkey, so they hav e an inte res t. They are  there as pa rti c
ipan ts,  bu t on a spec ial basi s. Th eir tro ops and  th ei r te rr itor y are  

* not di rect ly  invo lved.
Now  of  the seven on ou r side who are  di rectl y involved—we have  

the  Fe de ral Republic of  Ge rmany, the  Un ite d Kingdom.  Belgium, 
Ca nada, Luxem bou rg, and th e Ne the rlands. In  othe r words, it  is the  

‘ countrie s th at  I  showed you that  are in  the  area.
Ch air man  McClellan. H ow man y countrie s are  invo lved  in the 

area ?
Am bas sad or Resor. Th e countrie s th at  hav e te rr itory  in the  area 

are  W est  Ger many,  the  Ne therl ands , Belgium , and  Luxem bourg , but 
then in addit ion  to th at  th er e are  oth er countries th at  hav e troops 
sta tio ned in the  are a—the  Uni ted Kingdom,  and so does Fran ce , and  
so does C ana da.

Now Fr an ce  is not a pa rty to  the  n ego tia tions,  b ut th ey  do have two  
div isio ns or  rou ghly [de let ed ] sold iers  in the  are a, an d th ei r sold iers

37-199  0  -  74 -  18
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would be subject to the agreement, bu t they would not be expected to 
be signers.

Chairman McClellan. They are not in NATO in any way, are they ?
Ambassador Resor. They are not in any formal sense part of the 

NATO military appa ratus, but the presence of those soldiers is gov
erned by a bilateral arrangement between them and West Germany.

Chairman McClellan. Where does France have troops stationed?
Ambassador Resor. They have them stationed down here in this part 

of Germany [indicating] . Remember, after the war they ended up with 
a sector in Germany around Baden-Baden. Their  headquar ters is in 
Baden-Baden. They have two divisions.

Then as I  said, we also have the flank countries on our side. Tha t is, 
on the north  we have Denmark and Norway present, and on the south j
we have Italy . Greece, and Turkey.

Now on the other side they have four direct p artic ipants, four coun
tries whose troop levels would be affected in the area. Fas t Germany, 
Czechoslovakia, Boland, and the Soviet Union. ♦

Chairman McClellan. Is any of Soviet Union terr itory in this 
area ?

Ambassador Resor. No. See. it stops right here at the boundary.
These are calk'd the western military districts.

Chairman McClellan. The Soviet Union has some [deleted] 
troops?

Ambassador Resor. Yes. [deleted] troops. Ground forces.
Now on the eastern side we have these direct participan ts who might 

be expected to sign the agreement. In addition there are three flank 
countries on their  side, namely, Hungary. Rumania, and Bulgaria.

Chairman McClellan. Do any of those countries have troops in the 
area now?

Ambassador Resor. No. not in the reduction area. They are like 
Greece and Turkey and Italy. Their troops are in their homelands, but 
they are interested in the outcome of this because they are  contiguous.

Chairman McClellan. Proceed.
Ambassador Resor. All right. Now let’s have the second chart.
As T indicated, these are what we see are the three major disparities 

which must be dealt with in any agreement to make it satisfactory to 
the United States, because our first goal in this negotiat ion is to 
achieve troop reductions which improve the stabi lity in the  area. We 
believe th at the existing dispa rity in ground forces is a destabilizing 
factor in the area. »

Chairman McClellan. [Deleted. ]
Ambassador Resor. Yes. a [deleted] troops disparity and this ad

vantage we feel creates a situation  where there is a temptation to the 
Fas t to, if not use. to threaten the use of force to influence political .
decisions, particu larly by the West Germans.

Chairman McClellan. What is the difference in quality of those 
tanks?

Ami tassador Resor. Well. T will ask Mr. Clarke to speak to tha t 
more precisely, but we don't think that  there is a great deal of dif 
ference in the capabi lity of their tanks and our tanks.

Chairman McClellan. Are you saying then in general terms that 
so far  as tank power they have about 21/2 times the strength  as NATO 
forces ?



Ambassador R esor, Yes. Now we have greater antitank capability. 
We focused on tha t more. But when it comes to tanks, the thre aten
ing force, the force that  we think  has political weight, the tanks and 
the overhang of ground troops, they have this superiority .

Now notice I have not talked in terms o f divisions, because the di 
visions are different in size. I  don’t think th at is helpful. I have ta lked 
of the soldiers and tanks, which T think  are comparable.

Chairman McClellan. What  would be the effect of our advantage?

TROOP ADVANTAGE

Ambassador Resor. T myself cannot quan tify that at the moment. I  
would be glad to supply  that for you. I  don’t have the numbers with 
me.

[The information follows:]
O ur  mo st re ce nt  est im ate s of  NAT O ligh t, med ium and  he av y an ti ta nk  w ea p

on s in  unit s in  th e NA TO  gu id el in es  are a (N GA ) is about [d el et ed ] wea po ns . Of 
th is  to ta l, [d el et ed ] w ea po ns  ar e  in U ni ted S ta te s Arm y un its.  C urr en t in te l
lig en ce  e st im at es  of  t he ligh t,  med ium and he av y an ti -t ank  wea po ns  he ld  in  un it s 
in  t he NATO gu id el in es  a re a  c re dit  t he  W ar sa w  P act w ith  a bo ut [d el et ed ].

W ithi n th e NGA, NA TO  curr en tl y  has  abou t [d el et ed ] an ti -t ank  wea po ns  fo r 
ea ch  W ar sa w  P ac t m ed iu m  an d he av y ta nk. R ei nfo rc em en t fo r bo th  side s from  
ou ts id e of th is  a re a  pr oba bl y wo uld  re ta in  ab out  th e sa m e ra ti o  or po ss ibly  fa vor 
NA TO  sl ight ly . W het her th is  num er ic al  advan ta ge ac tu a lly  of fse ts th e W ar sa w  
P ac t ta nk  ad van ta ge is very  unce rt ai n. F or ex am ple,  th e  re la tivel y sh ort  m ax 
im um  eff ectiv e ra ng es  of m an y of  th e ol de r an ti -t ank  wea po ns  mak e them  ve ry  
vu ln er ab le  to  dest ru ct io n  by th e ta nk be fo re  th ey  bec om e le th al . W hi le  th e de 
fe nder  is prov ided  some  ta c ti ca l ad va nta ge from  th e te rr a in , th e in it ia ti ve fo r 
m as sing  an d se lect in g th e  poin t of  a tt ack  re st s w ith th e  at ta cker.  W het her  
NATO wo uld  be ab le  t o ac hi ev e tim ely an d suf fic ien t de ns ity of  a nti -t ank  wea po ns  
a t al l po in ts  to  co un te r th e  a tt ack  is unce rt ai n . Furt herm ore , th e eff ec ts on th e 
b a tt le  of  co m pl im en ta ry  wea po ns  sy stem s such  as  in d ir ect fire m ort ar s an d 
a rt il le ry  an d even ta ct ic al a ir  m us t be co ns idered . Thus  it  is dif ficult  an al y ti ca lly  
to  se para te  ou t fro m th e over al l fo rce ba la nc e th e  ta n k /a n ti ta n k  re la tion sh ip .

AN TITA NK  CA PA BILIT Y EFF ECT ON SOVIET MA NPOW ER

Chairman McClellan. From a milita ry standpoint would our 
anti tank  capabiliy offset their numbers ?

Ambassador Resor. Secretary  Schlesinger has stated that  he thinks  
that we have the capability to have a rough balance even on a con
ventional basis. T don't  thin k he asserts that we have one today.

Chairman McClellan. I think you have to know these facts  i f you 
are going to do the negotiating.

Ambassador Resor. Yes; the other side quotes to me Secretary 
Schlesinger’s comments quite frequently, and T am fami liar with that.

The second point T would like to make is tha t we th ink that  a more 
direct equal reduction in numbers of forces on both sides, or even an 
equal percentage reduction would not improve stabi lity but it would 
rather make matters worse because it would make more significant 
the reinforcement capabil ity. The Soviets are closer to the area than 
we are and with a lower troop  level in the area th eir capability  to rein
force, or bring troops in from outside the area becomes more signifi
cant.

Chairman McClellan. I f you reduce percentages by 10 percent, we 
would reduce by 600 and they would reduce by 1,500.

Ambassador Resor. That would be r ight , if we sought tank reduc
tions.
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Chairman McClellan. So it is on tha t basis th at you seek reduc
tions?

Ambassador Resoil No; we seek more than  that. T will get to theirs 
in a minute. They offer equal percentages of the totals  here, and of 
all tota ls in the area.

Fir st let me tell you what  kind of agreement we think  would 
be helpful to NATO and the United States. We think first of all, 
tha t the reduction should be pr imar ily in ground forces because that 
is where the dispari ty is tha t creates what we believe is the existing 
instability. [Deleted.]

Chairman McClellan. Let me ask one other question. Why can
not Western Europe with the ir equal population match the ground 
troops of the other powers in the Warsaw Pact ? (

Ambassador Resor. Well, first let me point out th at they now have 
supplied 75 percent of the forces in this area.

Chairman McClellan. Le t’s go back a minute. What is the popu
lation of the Warsaw Pact countries, including Russia ? *

Ambassador Resor. T don’t have that on the tip of my fingers.
Chairman McClellan. flow does that compare with the popula

tion of the NATO countries?
Ambassador Resor. Tt is substan tially the same. I think.
Chairman McClellan. I am refer ring about 'Western European 

NATO countries only.
Ambassador Resor. My impression from studying this in the past 

is that 'Western European elements in NATO are substant ially the 
same.

Chairman McClellan. Do you keep these figures in mind as you 
negotiate?

Ambassador Resor. They have not become per tinent to our negotia
tions because we have agreed to talk  solely about the  area. We try to 
keep focused on that because we think it is more businesslike to do 
that  with the Soviets. We think that  is one of the steps forward  
tha t we made, is to narrow the focus of the negotiations because-----

POPULATION COMPARISONS

Chairman McClellan. Ts not the population of Western Europe the 
same as that  in the Warsaw Pact countries?

Ambassador Rf.sor. It is my impression that  it is. I  would like to 
check tha t for the record, but I think that  is correct. I would assume •
it is.

We will supply those figures for the record.
[The information follows:]

PO PT LATTO N C O M PA R IS O N S

1. The indigenous popula tion of the are a of the  reductions, the NATO Guide
lines Area (NGA) provides NATO an adv ant age  of 4.3. (Belgium. Luxembourg.
Netherlands, Germany Czechoslovakia anti P oland.)
NGA indigenous popula tio n:

NATO _________________________________________________  85. 740. 000
Warsaw  Pa ct ___________________________________________  65, 257, 000

2. The NATO margin is somewhat lar ge r if the total  national population of all 
natio ns with troops stationed  in the NGA are compared. Adding France. Canada, 
the United  Sta tes and  United  Kingdom to the  NATO side and  adding the Soviet 
Union to the Pact side gives NATO almo st a 5 :3 advan tage.
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Population of na tion s with troops in the N GA:
NATO________________________________________________  428,770 .000
Warsaw Pa ct__________________________________________  317, 450, 000

3. The addition of all other members of the two Alliances does not al te r the
5 :3 ratio.
Population  of all A lliance members :

NATO ________________________________________________  540. 876. 000
Warsaw Pa ct__________________________________________  357, 672, 000

4. If the United Sta tes  and Canada are  excluded as the  Chai rman  suggests, 
the advantage fall s to the  Warsaw Pact . (Sovie t Union included as Eu rop ean ). 
Population  of all  Eu ropean Alliance members :

>

♦

NATO _______________________________________________  281. 805. 000
Warsaw  Pa ct__________________________________________  357, 672, 000

5. The Warsaw Pa ct advantage  is gre ate st in a comparison of the direct  pa r
ticipan ts in MBFR, excluding the United  States and Canada. Then the  Pact 
has  a 3 :1 margin.
Population  of European dire ct par tici pan ts in MBFR :

NATO________________________________________________  141.833,000
Warsaw Pa ct__________________________________________  317, 450, 000

6. By adding France , which has forces  in the NGA hut  is not a partic ipa nt 
in MBFR. the popu lations are  still unequal.
Popu lation of European Nat ions with troops in  the  NGA :

NATO ________________________________________________  194, 481, 000
Warsaw  Pa ct__________________________________________  317, 450, 000

«

PE RSO NNEL  ST REN GTHS IN  EUROPE A N NA TO  CO UNT RI ES

Chairman McClellan. Now if the Warsaw countries can provide 
[deleted] troops, why can’t the NATO countries in Europe, having  
a comparable population and equally as well developed industrially, 
if not more so. provide [deleted] troops?

Ambassador Resor. T think  theoretically  they could, under the d ic
tator ial form of government such as the other side has.

I think one of the factors here is on our side we have an alliance 
of democracies, and it is ha rder  in a democratic form of government, 
as T am sure you are aware, to allocate resources away from the civilian 
sector, away from a high material standard of liv ing into the defense 
areas.

Chairman McClellan. S o we have to pick up the tab is the point 
you are making. Since th e NATO countries won’t do it. the United 
States  will have to.

Ambassador Resor. T. myself, would phrase it a lit tle differently. I 
think it is in our self-interest. I don’t think we are in Europe out of 
chari ty. I think  we are there because it is in our self-interest to be 
there. Tf we cooperate with them and continue to maintain a reasonable 
level of force there,  they will continue to do at least what they are 
doing now, and together we will have a viable deterrent.

Chairman McClellan. Would it be in our self-interest to provide all 
of the defense of Western Europe ?

Ambassador Resor. No. it would not.
Chairman McClellan. Tf it is not in our self-interest to provide 

all o f the troops, then T think our self-interest requires us to provide 
only our share of them and not pick up the tab where other NATO 
countries ought to provide the ir fair  share of the manpower require
ments.
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Ambassador Resor. Well. T think that  is a very logical and equitable 
formula, but T think, unfor tunate ly, we live in a hard  world. I  think 
tha t if our self-interest is a t stake we ought to do what is necessary, 
but we ought to continue to keep very heavy pressure on them to do 
what we think is their  appropria te share.

Chairman McClellan. We may he trying to put the emphasis on 
an agreement of reduction with the Warsaw Pact nations which is 
proper,  hut we have not taken care of our duties here at home by re
quiring the NATO countr ies to meet their propor tionate  share of the 
responsibility in ground troops. T think we need to start there.

Ambassador Resor. Well, as you know. Secretary Schlesinger has 
made a very heavy effort, and a continuing effort, to do this, and he 
believes, and we believe, tha t MBFR is a vehicle with which we t
can achieve that objective because one of the problems that we have 
with our allies is their  psychological concern that the conventional 
defense is not viable. One wav to attack that problem is to build up .
our side of the equation; but the other way is to bring  down the level 
of opposing troops in the area, and our proposal in MBFR in designed 
to do just  that.

We are seeking equality of ground forces in the area, approximate 
parity.  If  we can get that concept agreed to. then we think  that it 
will be easier to get the "Western Europeans to continue to provide 
thei r necessary component of the conventional force because they will 
see that  it is something feasible, they won't feel it is hopeless.

Chairman McClellan. Do you not think it is quite probable that 
Russia is looking at this picture and saying th at, “So long as we keep 
these forces there we are forcing  the United States to carry a heavier 
burden than she normally carries” ?

If  our allies would provide thei r proportion of the ground troops 
and we stand by with the airpower and the nuclear power. I think 
Russia would reduce their  forces fa ster than it would be for us to try 
to keep a lot of troops over there.

Ambassador Resor. Well, I would like to suggest some reasons why 
that  might not l)e true. Firs t, you are suggesting that if we make uni
lateral withdrawals-----

Chairman McClellan. I am not talking about withdrawals  at the 
moment. T am talking about bring ing NATO ground troops up to 
equal Russia's, so she will have a good reason to withdraw too. She 
has the advantage  now. and there is no reason to withdraw. She has 
the advantage and wants to keep it. Tf the NATO countries will pro- •
vide the same number of ground troops as thei r counterpar ts then 
there is more reason for Russia to reduce a commensurate level of 
troops.

Ambassador Resor. Mr. Clarke, who as you know is Secretary *
Schlesinger’s representative and my advisor from Defense in the talks, 
was with me in Vienna, and has something he can add on these num
bers of people.

Mr. Clarke. Mr. Chairman, let me go back to your question on 
the input of our allies relative to tha t of the allies of the Soviet 
Union. I thin k it is important to note that  if you were to  subtrac t 
the T’nited States  from the total of NATO that  there would be 
[deleted] troops provided by the remainder of our allies, whereas if 
you subtract the Soviets from the Warsaw Pact total, the allies of
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the Soviet, Union are only provid ing [deleted]. In other words, the. 
allies of the United States supply [deleted] more troops to the N ATO 
total than the allies  of the Soviet Union provide to their  total . I  think  
that is an im portant th ing to keep in mind.

Chairman McClellan. Our troops sought to equal the number of 
troops by Russia.

Mr. Clarke. T am merely pointing out tha t our allies at this point 
are supplying [delete] more t roops than the Soviet Union’s allies  are 
providing to these two sets of figures.

Chairman McClellan. One reason for tha t is Russia is forcing 
them to do it.

Ambassador Resor. Yes. One of the things th at has come out of these 
talks is that the Poles and the Czechs would like to reduce if the Soviets 
would let them.

Chairman McClellan. Senator  Brooke, do you have anything at 
♦ the moment?

Senator Brooke. No. Thank you very much.
Chairman McClellan. You may proceed.
Ambassador Resor. So to get to our Western  proposal, we think 

that  it should address the ground forces. We think  it should address 
this disparity. So we have set as the ultimate goal of these negotiations 
an approximate parity  between ground forces in the area. We are 
seeking equal ground force manpower in the area, and a reduction of 
the tank disparity’. We suggested to the other  side that  the ground  
forces might on both sides be reduced to [deleted] in the area. Our 
concept is to reach this goal in two successive negotiations.

The phase I negotiation would involve reduction only of TT.S. and 
Soviet forces, and the second phase that  would involve the reductions 
of all the forces in the area on both sides.

[Deleted.]
Chairman McClellan. Let the charts  be placed in the record as 

exhibits.
Ambassador Resor. Yes.
[Chart s 1 and 2 deleted.]
Ambassador Resor. [Deleted.] The other main element of the first 

phase we are seeking to get them to agree to is the concept of the 
common ceiling; namely, tha t each side would reduce to a number 
such as [deleted] ground forces on each side.

Then our proposal would include a provision to go on to a second 
phase of negotia tion, and finally it would have provisions for verifica
tion and what we call stabiliz ing measures, measures that  control the 
activities of m ilitary exercises, forces on both sides.

We think this is a prac tical proposal because it does not try  to deal 
with the whole problem which is a complex one and the negotiation 
splits off a piece of it, the United States-Soviet element, and deals 
with it first.

We think it is a reasonable proposal because it proposes an equitable 
outcome for both sides: namely, parity.  We think it would improve
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stabi lity in the area because i t would create an equilibrium of forces 
and remove the temptation  or threat to the force on e ither side, and 
accordingly reduce the  risk  of conflict and the risk of escalation to the 
use of nuclear weapons.

Now, what does the East propose? They propose th at we deal with 
the whole problem all at once, make one umbrella agreement, and 
tha t t hat  agreement would provide for equal percentage reductions on 
both sides. [Deleted.]

Brezhnev outlined the elements of this proposal in a speech in 
September just a month before we sta rted our negotiations—they put 
it down actually in the negotiations in November. [Deleted.]

Senator  Brooke. [Deleted.] .
Ambassador Resor. [Deleted.] '
Senator Brooke. Would you yield?
Ambassador Resor. Certainly.
Senator Brooke. [Deleted.] »
Ambassador Resor. [Deleted.]
Senator Brooke. [Deleted.]
Ambassador Resor. [Deleted.]
Chairman McClellan. [Deleted.]
Ambassador Resor. [Deleted.]
Chairman McClellan. [Deleted
[Deleted.]
Senator Symington. Your negotiations would depend a great deal 

on SAL T for a successful outcome and vice versa. Would tha t be a 
fai r evaluation ?

Ambassador Resor. [Deleted.] I think they are entirely independent 
except insofar  as the general a tmosphere of one is effected by progress 
in the other.

[Deleted.]
Where do we stand afte r 9 months? Both sides have tabled spe

cific proposals. We have met each week in plenary session with all 
19 coutnries. We read prepared statements at those sessions elabo
rating in detail elments of our positions and critiquing the other 
side.

[Deleted.]
We have also used the 9 months to work out an allied cohesion.

We have 11 allies represented in Vienna. Each word tha t we say 
formally to the other side has to be agreed unanimously by those 
allies. So as you can well imagine, it takes time. *

[Deleted.]
We developed over this period. I think, an increasingly faster  re

sponse. We know how to work bette r with cohesion.
Senator S ymington. D o the French partic ipate?
Ambassador Resor. No. the French do not participate ; they are not 

represented. T think overall this  has rea lly been a very good result be
cause we star ted out when the Israel i war was going on. and there was 
quite a dissension between our Western European allies and ourselves 
on some issues. Yet we have gone ahead in Vienna with no impact 
from these o ther differences. We have our own dynamic down there, 
and our cohesion has been excellent.

What substantive changes have been made in positions?
[Deleted.]
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The allied position tha t we are presen ting to them was hammered 
out a fter 6 months of  hard negotiat ion with our allies. I t was finally 
agreed to in October 1973, and it is formalized in about a 40-page 
written  memorandum.

[Deleted.]
Senator Brooke. Exactly.
Ambassador Resor. Now, just a last word about what we thin k 

about their  attitudes. We see considerable evidence that they  are serious 
in this negotiation.  In the first place, they have entered into a formal, 
visible negotiation with the whole world watching it. Second and 
interestingly, they tabled a concrete proposal only 10 days afte r we got 
there. [Deleted.] We think it is a bad proposal from the NATO point 

) of view, but it is perfectly logical from the ir point of view.
This is not like their usual negotiat ing tactic. As you know, in SALT 

it was a matter of many months before they put down a proposal. 
Similarly  in the Berlin  proposals, it was many months before they p ut 
down a proposal, but here they acted differently and put down one in 
10 days. They adopted a businesslike attitude.

Their request was that  this negotiat ion be treated, the substance of 
it, confidentially.

[Deleted.]
They fu rthermore  have been nonpolemical in thei r statements. They 

have been tough. They have been strong, b ut there has not been a lot 
of irrelevant and inflammatory materia l.

Brezhnev in his s tatement in September laid out publicly a schedule 
tha t he wished to follow; namely, an agreement providing for a first 
reduction in 1975, and then the proposal th at they tabled in November 
followed tha t timetable.

Finally, they have been restrained, I th ink, in dealing with the press. 
[Deleted.] I  think  they are serious.

Now, what are the prospects? We are st ill, as you can see, fa r apart 
in fundamental approach; however, I  am hopeful [deleted.] This is 
too early, I think, to predict the future , but I am not pessimistic. I 
think  actually the long-term prospects are positive. I think the heads of 
all 19 delegations i f you were to poll them today individual ly would 
say that they each expect these negotiations to have a positive outcome.
I don’t think  any of them can tell you exactly the shape of it today, but  
they do, I think,  all feel tha t these are serious negotiations which will 
have an outcome.

• [Deleted.]
Finally, one last word and I guess the $64 question as fa r as we are 

concerned. We believe tha t any unilateral  withdrawals by the  U nited 
States while we are in this negotiation would essentially pull out the 

r rug  from under us. I t would make our position untenable. It would cut
our bargain ing leverage. We could not really expect the Soviets to 
give us something for troops that  we are taking out outside of any 
agreement.

So beyond that we think  that if we were to make unilatera l with 
drawals at a time when we, our allies, and the Soviets see us in this 
serious business of negotiation, it could lead both the Soviets and the 
West Europeans to  wonder about the  seriousness of our commitment 
to Western Europe. It might lead them to conclude tha t it  was an i rre- 
versable trend toward a complete UjS. disengagement if we make
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withdrawals at this par ticu lar moment while we are in a serious, 
ongoing negotiation.

In  short, I  think we have here the  s tar t of  an unusual opportun ity, 
something we have been working for years to get into. We have got the 
Soviets there. They are negotiating seriously. I hope tha t this com
mittee would be helpful in tryin g to avert any withdrawal tha t would 
tend to pull out the rug from under the U.S. position in Vienna.

[Deleted.]
PR EP AR ED  ST ATEM ENT

Chairman McClellan. Than k you very much for your fine state
ment, Ambassador Resor. We will place your prepared statement in 
the record at this point. A

[The statement follows:]
Mr.  C hai rm an  an d Su bc om mitt ee  mem be rs,  le t me  fi rs t ex pr es s my  pl ea su re  

a t be ing he re . I mu ch  ap pre ci at e your in te re st  in  th e work we a re  do ing an d the 
opp ort un ity you ha ve  giv en me  to  di sc us s th e M BFR  neg ot ia tion s w ith  you . >
It  is im port an t fo r ou r success th a t yo u an d yo ur  co lle ag ue s ha ve  a fu ll  un de r
st an din g of  th es e ne go tia tio ns , an d we we lcome  ev ery occasio n to  di sc us s the m 
w ith you . A t th e same tim e, I wou ld lik e to  re m in d you th a t th es e ta lk s ar e 
co nf id en tia l in natu re . Thi s co nf id en tial ity,  we  believe , is in  th e in te re st  of al l 
side s an d th ere fo r st ro ng ly  in  ou r in te re s t too.  I t  per m it s a mor e bu sine ss lik e 
ap pr oa ch  ; it  av oids  pu bl ic  po le m ic s; an d th us mak es  success mor e lik ely .

I sh ou ld  like  to de sc rib e whe re  we a re  in the ne go tiat io ns , an d how we got 
th er e.

CURRENT STATUS

The  M BFR  ne go tiat io ns  be gan on O ctob er  30 of  la s t ye ar . In  p re lim in ar y  con 
su lt a ti ons duri ng th e sp ring  of 1973, we ag re ed  on par ti ci pat io n. The  nine teen  
part ic ip an ts — tw elve  o n th e NA TO  si de and  seve n on th e W ar sa w  P ac t side —ar e 
divi de d in to  tw o ca tego rie s.  Th e so -call ed  d ir ec t part ic ip an ts  are  th os e wh o may 
sig n actu a l ag re em en ts : on th e W es te rn  side  th ey  are  Be lgi um , C an ad a,  th e 
Fed er al  Rep ub lic  o f  Ge rm an y,  Lu xe mbo urg,  th e N et he rlan ds , the U ni ted Kingdom 
an d th e U ni te d Sta te s,  an d on th e E ast e rn  side  they  are  Cz ec ho slo va kia,  th e 
German  D em oc ra tic Re publi c. Pol an d,  and  th e So viet Un ion . All th es e co un tr ie s 
ha ve  fo rces  or  te rr it o ry  in C en tral  Eur op e.  The  so-ca lled sp ec ia l part ic ip an ts  are  
Den mar k.  Greece, It al y , Norway  an d T urk ey  on the W es te rn  sid e, an d B ul gar ia ,
Rom an ia , an d H ungary  on th e E ast ern  sid e.  H ungar y  is in  a so m ew ha t sp ec ia l 
ca tego ry , in  th a t th e  W es te rn  side  has  re se rv ed  th e ri ght to  ra is e  th e  qu es tion  of  
how an d to  w hat ex te nt H un ga ry  will  be incl ud ed  in fu tu re  de cis ions , ag re em en ts  
or  m ea su re s.

We  ha ve  been  ac tive ly  ne go tiat in g on M BFR  fo r ab ou t ni ne  m on th s now , and 
we  be lie ve  th e ne go tiat io ns  a re  go ing  well , giv en  th e ir  un pr ec ed en te d chara c te r 
an d co mplex ity . The  issu es  inv olv ed go to  th e heart  of  th e  se cu ri ty  in te re st s of 
ea ch  of  th e par ti c ip an ts , an d th er e ar e  19 of them . Rap id  pr og re ss  was  no t ex 
pe cte d,  an d th ere  is  a prem ium on pa tien ce . B u t if  you  too k an  in div id ual  po ll of  *
al l th e 19 he ad s of  de lega tio n in Vi enna , I do  no t be lie ve  th a t you  wou ld find  an y 
one  of them  wh o does no t ex pe ct th e neg otiat io ns to  lea d to an  ag re em en t on fo rce 
re du ct ions . In  our vie w,  bo th sid es  a re  d em onst ra ti ng  a se riou s in te re st  in  coming  
to  a n ag re em en t.

The  E ast and W es t are  di sc us sing  v ery spe cif ic prop os als in  Vien na . T he m er it s 
of  t he se  prop os als, ho wev er,  shou ld  b e seen  aga in s t th e ba ck gr ou nd  of  the  m il it ary  
si tu a ti on  in C entr al Eur op e w ith  which  th e n eg otiat io ns  dea l.

MILITARY SITUATION

The  tw o side s ag re ed  duri ng th e pre li m in ary  co ns ultat io ns th a t th e aim  of th e 
Vien na  nego tiat io ns sh ou ld  be to  en ha nc e se curi ty  an d st ab il it y  in  Eur op e,  by 
ac hi ev in g a mor e st ab le  m il it ary  ba la nc e a t lower  lev els  of  fo rc es  w ith un 
di m in ishe d se cu ri ty  f o r a ll  p ar ti ci pan ts .

W ha t a re  th e m ai n el em en ts  of in st ab il it y  in  th e pre se nt  m il it ar y  si tu a ti on  in 
C en tral  Eur op e?  W e see th re e such e le m en ts :

The  E ast ha s ab ou t [d el et ed ] mo re  me n in  gro un d forces  th an  th e W est ;



It  has  an advantage of two-and-a-half to  one in ta nks ; and
It has a major geographical advantage  since the  United States is eigh t time s 

as f ar  from Cent ral Europe  as the Soviet Union.
These dispar itie s threate n stab ility by creatin g the  temptation to use, or 

threaten to use, mi litary  force to influence  polit ical decisions. Our neg otia ting  
goal is to eliminate, reduce, or offset these large dispar itie s by appro priate ly 
designed reduct ions. A program of reduction s which would preserve these dis 
par itie s would he to the disadvanta ge of the West. And, since this  outcome would 
undermine ra ther  tha n enhance stab ility , we believe it would be to the  dis 
advantage of  all sides.

Therefore, the  specific and concrete  program  which the West has put  for wa rd 
attacks this dispar itie s problem directly.

We have proposed the  e liminatio n of the imbalance in ground force manpower, 
so that  the outcome would be equitable for  both sides, in the form of manpower 
par ity  fo r E ast  and West. To th is end, the final goal of th e negotia tions  would be a  
common ceiling for overall ground force manpower for both sides. This  outcome 
would go directly  to the  potenti al source of conflict in the  area , which is the  im
balance of ground forces. And, since any  conflict in thi s area would ca rry  with 
it the  risk of esca lation to use of nuc lear  weapons, elim ination of the ground 
force  imbalance would reduce  the  risk  of nuclear confl ict as well.

Let me tu rn now to th e specific proposals of  the two sides.

WE STE RN PROPOSAL

The basic featu res  of the  Western  proposal are a s follows :
1. The reduct ion are a should comprise the  ter ritor ies  of Belgium, Czechoslo

vakia, the German Democrat ic Republic, the  Federal Republic of Germany, Lux
embourg, the Netherlands, and  Poland. We ar e rese rving ou r posi tion on Hungary.

2. Reduction should be made  in the ground forces of the  two sides in Central 
Europe .

3. The  u ltim ate  goal of the  negotiations should  he th e establishment of approx
ima te parity between the  two sides in the form of a common ceiling for  overall 
ground force manpower on each side in the  reduction  area, taking into accoun t 
combat capab ility.  This  ceiling might be set at  approxima tely  [deleted] soldie rs 
on each  side.

4. Reductions to the  agreed  common ceiling  should be negot iated  in two suc
cessive phases, governed by separat e agreements.

5. The first phase agreem ent should provide  for  reduction  of Soviet and U.S. 
ground forces in the a rea.

6. The USSR would withdra w from the reduc tion area [dele ted] .
7. The United Sta tes would withdraw from the reduction  area [dele ted],
8. In any agreem ent reached, the  w ithd raw al of forces from the are a of reduc

tions should not diminish the security  of the  flank countries.
9. Agreement should also be reached on measures which will build mutual  

confidence and enhance  stabil ity  by reducing fear  of sur pri se att ack  and the  
risk  of misunderstand ings,  provide for verification of agreements , and ensu re 
th at  agreements  are  neither  circum vented nor undermined.

10. The first phase agre eme nt should include agreement on the  concept of a 
common ceiling for overall ground force manpower on each side in the reduct ion 
area . It  should also include agreement on cont inua tion  of the  negotiations in a 
second phase in which each side  would agree  f ur ther  to reduce  its ground forces 
in the  reduction are  in order to complete movement toward the  agreed  common 
ceiling.

We believe th is is a reasonable and practica l proposal.
We think it is prac tica l because it does not attem pt to tackle the whole 

potentia l range  of the subject mat te r all at  once. It  focuses on U.S. and Soviet 
ground fo rce reduction  in the  first phase.

We think it is a reaso nable  proposal because the outcome is an equitable one 
for both sides, and one which would enhance  stabil ity  in the  area. Under  a com
mon cei ling, both sides would have the  same number of soldie rs in the  area. We 
thin k reduction s to [deleted] men on each side is  an att ain ab le goal.

Our proposal deals with the  ma jor  disp arit ies in manpower, tanks, and geog
raphy. The manpower d ispari ty would disappear a t a common ceiling of [deleted] 
soldie rs on each side. The tan k d isp ari ty would be considerably reduced [dele ted]. 
And. the  asymmetry of the proposal regarding withdrawal of U.S. soldiers and 
disposition of U.S. equipment is just ified by the  geographic dispar ity . [Deleted]
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We th in k, thou gh , th a t by fo cu si ng  on th e desi ra bil it y  of  obta in in g a good  out
come— th a t is, a mo re  st ab le  bal an ce —we  ca n br in g th e So viet s to  see th a t ou r 
ap pr oa ch  is  f a ir  a nd  reas on ab le .

EAS TER N PROPOSAL

The  E ast ern  prop os al  ta bl ed  in  Vienn a on No ve mbe r 8 co nt ai ns th e fo llo wi ng  
fe a tu re s :

1. Th e re du ct io n ar ea  wo uld  be  th e  sa m e as  under  th e Al lied pr op os al , thou gh  
H un gar y  is  f irm ly exclu de d.

[D elet ed .]
SOVIE T ATTITUD ES

The re  is  co ns id erab le  evide nc e th a t th e  So viets  a re  se riou s in th es e ne go tiat io ns  :
1. Bre zh ne v is on pu bl ic re co rd  as pe rs on al ly  iden tif ied w ith  and co mmitt ed  

to  th e nego ti a ti ons; So vie t negoti a to rs  mak e co nt in ua l re fe re nc es  to th e 1975 <
tim et ab le  m en tio ne d by Brezh ne v.  ’

[D elet ed .]
3. We had  ex pe cted  th a t in  co nf or m ity w ith  th e ir  be ha vi or  in  th e  SA LT an d 

B er lin ne go tiat io ns , th e So viet  neg oti a to rs  wo uld de lay fo r mon th s be fore  
re sp on di ng  to  ou r in it ia tives . In st ead , th e So viet s pu t down  a specific prop os al >
ear ly  in th e neg ot ia tion s.

[D elet ed .]
6. In  th e  pe rs on al  sen se,  th e  So viet  re pre se nta tives  giv e ev er y ap pea ra nce  of 

st ro ng  pe rs on al  in te re st  in mak in g pr og re ss . Th ey  ha ve  bee n no n-po lemical an d 
bu sine ss lik e.

Since Octob er  of  la s t ye ar , th e  Alli es  ha ve  bee n ab le  to develop  th e ir  pro posa l 
eff ec tiv ely , an d ha ve  es ta bl is he d an  Allied  co or di na ting  mec ha ni sm  wh ich  ha s 
eff iciently  de vi se d ta ct ic s fo r neg otiat io n w ith th e E ast  whi le  m ain ta in in g  Allied 
cohesio n.

[D eleted .]
CON CLU SION

On  th e ba si s of th e  ev iden ce  we have men tio ne d,  an d of  th e as se ss m en t of  
mos t of our co lle ag ue s in Vien na , we be lie ve  th e long -te rm  pr os pe ct s fo r the 
M BFR  nego tiat io ns  are  po sit ive.  B ut to  ac hiev e th e be st  po ss ible outcome , 
pa tien ce  and  p er si st en ce  w ill be re qu ired .

Here,  I wou ld  lik e to  hi gh ligh t a po in t which  was  im pl ic it in w hat I ha ve  
a lr eady  sa id . In  th is  ne go tiat io n,  we a re  st ri v in g  no t on ly  to  ag re e on a 
m ut ua l re du ct io n of  for ces. We al so  w a n t an  eq ui libr iu m  of  co nv en tion al  fo rces  
in C en tr al  Eur op e.  Such an  eq ui libr iu m  wou ld in tu rn  de cr ea se  th e ri sk  of  w ar  
in  t h a t ar ea .

An eq ui libr iu m  in  co nv en tio na l fo rc es  in  C en tral  Eur op e wo uld  g re a tl y  redu ce  
th e ri sk  th a t th e  So viets m ig ht  a tt em p t to  us e m il it ary  fo rce, or th e th re a t of 
su ch  for ce, to  exert  po lit ical  pre ss ur e on a W es te rn  st at e.

C en tr al  E ur op e is  now  re as on ab ly  st ab le . B ut  in  th e ligh t of th e  fa c t th a t 
an y ar m ed  co nf lic t in  C en tral  Eur op e co uld es ca la te  in to  a nucl ea r w ar , it is 
cl ea r tha t, ev er y im prov em en t in th a t st ab il it y  is  in th e d ir ec t in te re st  of  the 
U ni ted S ta te s as we ll as  o f E urop e.

4
ST AT US  OF  NEG OTI ATI ONS

Chairman McClellan. Now let me ask you two or three questions, 
and I will yield to my colleagues.

You have been in the process of negotiations 4 years ? *
Ambassador Resor. No; the negotiations themselves have been in 

process for only 9 months. NATO suggested mutual reduction negotia
tions in 1968. The Soviets—Brezhnev—showed the first real interest 
in May of 1971. They finally agreed to set up a procedural negotia
tion in the s pring of 1973. and the substantive talks began last fall. So 
we have been in negotiation for only 9 months.

Chairman McClellan. Tt took 3 or 4 years to get to the negotiating 
table ?

Ambassador Resor. Yes; tha t is what T meant to sav.
Chairman McClellan. What is your prognosis? How long do you 

think it is going to take to get some concrete results ?
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Am basad or R esor. [D ele ted .]
Ch air ma n M cClellan. [D ele ted .]
Am bas sad or Resor. [De lete d.]
Chairma n McClellan . [Dele ted .]
Am bassador R esor. [Dele ted .]
Ch air ma n McClellan . Aga inst a b ackgrou nd  o f an imposed $5 bil 

lion  out,  an d also  ag ains t a backgro und of  a $10 bill ion  cut  in th e 
defense budget,  w ill you recommend we make no wi thdraw al an d th a t 
we con tinu e thes e nego tia tio ns  wi thou t in te rf er in g at  all wi th the 
str en gth tha t we are  now co nt rib ut ing to  NAT O ?

Am bas sad or Resor. There  are  two  answers to th at. 'Y es;  I  very 
def init ely would. I perso na lly  t hi nk  t ha t the  most cost effective of  o ur  

1 con ven tion al forces  are those in NA TO , an d I would th in k these
sho uld  be the  ones t hat  a re cut las t in  a budget c ut ting  exercise . Beyon d 
th at I am not sayin g th at the y sho uld  rem ain  uncha nge d. I th in k the 
Nu nn amend ment to  the defense au thor izat ion bil l is a wise th ing.  I 

* th in k Se cre tar y Schle sin ger has alr eady  moved in th at  dir ection and
will  move fu rt her ; name ly,  to reduce he ad qu ar ters  and log istic s an d 
to  plow  th at  back in to  combat uni ts. I th ink th at  is a cont inuing  
prog ram and shou ld cont inue.

Ch air man  McClel lan . I am ta lk in g about do lla rs  now.
Am bassador Resor. Yes.
Ch air ma n M cClellan . The n you would  make no reduct ion  in do lla r 

cost  to  what we are  co nt rib ut in g to main tain  NA TO  now even if  we 
have to cut  $5 or $10 bil lio n from  th e Defense  budget ?

Am bas sad or R esor. Y ou see, Mr. Ch air man , the  only wav you can 
make a b udge tar y s av ing is to tak e t roo ps  out  and  th en i nactiva te them, 
disband them, take them  ou t of  the force st ructu re .

Now I  know th at  in th is  new au thor iza tio n bill  the  str en gth  of  the  
Arm y is down to 785,000. Th at  is lower th an  it has  been a t any  tim e 
since  the  Ko rea n w ar.  The  smallest Ar my  we ev er h ad  since  the K orean 
war  was 860,000 at the  en d of  the Pres iden t Eisen howe r regim e in 1960 
at  the  time o f massive  re ta lia tio n str ateg y.  So we a re alr eady  down to a 
ve ry low figure now. Th e tot al defe nse forc e is about 2,141,000 in 
th at  new au tho riz ati on  bi ll ? I th ink one  faces  a very  serious q ues tion  in 
try in g to  save money bv ta ki ng  tr oops out  of Eu rope  because  to do so 
you have  to, a t th e same time , di sband those troop s.

Ch airm an  McClellan. I  am ma kin g th is reco rd. We  had a forme r 
As sis tant  Secre tary of Def ense tes tif y th at  we ought to  r educ e by $14 

j  bil lion. Somebody  on the  floor of the  Senat e will say , “Take  it ou t of
the  m ili ta ry , reduce $10 bi lli on .” T ha t is w hat  we ar e confronted  with. 
I th in k we are  go ing  to have  to make  some ha rd  decis ions. You are 
reco mm end ing  on the one h an d we keep the  pr ese nt str en gth in N ATO , 

r We c ann ot have it bo th ways.
Am bassador Resor. Ma ybe T am ta lk in g pa roch ial ly , bu t we went 

into the  V ietn am wa r wi th 960,000 men in the  Army . Tha t was befo re 
there  was any bu ild up . T od ay  we have 785.000. S o th ere  ha ve been very  
su bs tan tia l cuts  a lre ady fro m t he  point  of  v iew of num bers .

Ch air ma n McClellan . Well . I know all th at , an d those who are  
ma kin g these  demands know  tha t. There  is no my ste ry about that . The 
first pr io ri ty  o f a nyone or  a ny  nati on  is  to surv ive . Tha t is the  first in 
my book. Ma kin g ourse lves  vuln era ble  is  an intole rab le risk .
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However, it is very difficult to determine what the level of priorities 
should be and where they should be applied. I am trying to find out 
what is r ight  and best for the country. I am pointing out to you and 
for this  record we cannot have all things both ways. We can have some 
of them both ways, but you cannot have all of them both ways.

Mr. Clarke. Mr. Chairman.
Chairman McClellan. Yes, sir, I welcome any contribution you 

make. T am not adamant. I  am try ing  to find answers.
Mr. Clarke. If  I might make a comment, sir, that  I believe relates 

to what you are saying. As relates to our force structu re in Europe, 
there are two ways basically to improve it, and I am speaking now not 
only with respect to the United States  but also with respect to NATO.
One way is to improve the forces in NATO themselves; force im- (
provements, bet ter tanks, bette r airplanes, more troops, more of this, 
more of that.  The other way to improve the posture of the United 
States and its NATO allies is to diminish the forces that it confronts, 
to cause the forces on the other side to be less in relation to the forces 
on this  side.

Now tha t is what the negotiations righ t now can do uniquely. Every
thing that we are talking about on force improvement, modernization, 
can be done by our own initia tive if we are willing to do it. if we are 
willing to pay for it. What we can uniquely do through the negotia
tions is to cause these forces over here to diminish.

We can cause through negotiation the Soviets to pull back troops 
out of the forward area into the Soviet Union. If we get into phase 2, 
we can cause the national milit ary establishments of East Germany,
Poland, and Czechoslovakia to diminish somewhat. There will be a 
price to be paid, but it is in our estimate a price that we can afford to 
pay.

It, is simply this. We are very sensitive to the problem that you 
speak to on what are the prior ities,  and we are also very sensitive 
to the fact tha t we are saying to you at a very difficult time. “ Please 
leave this area alone because there are negotiations underwav.” So, 
what T am saying is that with a li ttle  more patience and a li ttle more 
time to bring these negotiations to frui tion we believe there is a reason
able prospect, it is not 100 percent. No man can guarantee it. but we 
believe there is a reasonable prospect that we can achieve one im
portant aspect that you can’t achieve anv other way. and tha t is we 
can cause the forces on the other side on the area of concern to shrink, 
to become less, and this will contribute to the well-being of the United i
States  and to our allies. That  is why we would hope there would be 
more time preserved for us by not having  to deal with the effect that 
unilatera l decisions by the United States  to pull out its troops re
gardless of what was going on in the negotiations would cause. a

Chairman McClellan. You thin k it worth while to do this?
Mr. Clarke. Yes.
Chairman McClellan. We ought to take the chance?
Mr. Clarke. Yes.
Chairman McClellan. Irrespective of the cost?
Mr. Clarke. Yes.
Chairman McClellan. You feel we ought to bear the cost and grant  

the time to continue the negotia ting efforts?
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Mr. Clarke. Yes. We believe th at the expenditure in time relative 
to the potential gain in ge tting the forces on the other side brought 
down is a worthwhile investment.

Ambassador Resor. Now apropos of what Mr. Clark said they have 
offered under the ir plan to reduce the Soviet forces [deleted] in the 
aggregate. That  answers one of the big questions that  I was asked at 
my confirmation hearing.

It  was pointed out to me the Soviets are not there solely for the ir 
national security. They are there to keep the East Europeans under  
control. I was asked whether I thought they would seriously take out 
troops?

I think tha t question has been answered in part by thei r own 
' proposal.

Chairman McClellan. Senator  Symington.
Senator Symington. Well, first I respect your opinion. You have a 

t  fine record as an arti llery man in the  war. I have been involved in t his
question of troops abroad for quite a longtime. I was with Eisenhower 
in Berlin in 1945, and later Lucius Cla y.-I  was sent by President 
Tinman to persuade Eisenhower to take the job as head of NATO 
just before that,  and just afte r that  I saw your father, Mr. Clarke, 
running all the armies in Europe from Heidelberg, I believe it was. 
So I think I know a little bit about the situation.

Now you have certain  problems th at you have to  face up to. I  knew 
MacArthur pretty well. In 1957 or 1958, no later than 1958, he said 
to me. “We talk about trip  wire and shield with respect to V.S. forces 
in Europe. lie  said it won’t be either one; it will be a parade to the 
English Channel across the plains in Northern Prussia.

Incidenta lly, all of this was before the French pulled out and now 
the distance between the Rhine and the Communist terr itory is 
90 miles.

The second person to suggest a major reduction in troops 5 years 
later was Eisenhower in 1903. He said he felt we could go down to a 
division.

I personally thought the first deal Kissinger made in Moscow as he 
explained it was a good deal, and I th ink it was killed by the modifica
tions that  were demanded when he got back here. Afte r that I had 
hope in my own mind for the future  SALT talk, although I hope I 
am wrong.

The reason I  point all th is out to you is that  not only have you been 
* an outstanding mili tary  figure, but you have also been, of course, a

great Wall Street lawyer. I don’t think anybody realizes just what 
a serious economic situation we are in today. We have a rapidly grow-
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ing inflation. We have cont inuing unemployment. We have continuing 
devaluation.

I recall tha t the 1929 Depression started with a failu re of a bank 
in Austria. Now as I understand there is a bank in Germany in deep 
trouble and so forth. So we really get down to how much can you 
afford. That is one part of it.

I th ink a solvent economy and a reasonably sound dollar is a pa rt of 
national security, and nobdy would agree tliat the so-called pa rtners  
we have over there have done their  share.

I was with General Lemnitzer at  his headquarters in Belgium when 
he was infur iated because the French demanded that the French flag 
be taken down from his headquarters which he refused to do unless /
he got direct orders from President de Gaulle. Within 48 hours he 
received such orders.

My feeling is that  something has to be cut. As the Chairman 
pointed out, we have had various suggestions about reductions. In I
business, you take an across-the-board cut, and that  is beginning to
be considered—because one of the arguments of those favor of the 
milita ry is th at they are the experts who know what we need. In my 
opinion in an across-the-board cut the milita ry experts would make 
tha t cut with more intelligence than people who were looking for pre
serving the position in their  own State. Those thoughts run through 
my head as I listen to this explanat ion.

I want to respectfully commend you for the months and months 
and months that  you put in on this. It  is good to see Bruce here.
I saw him for many years in another function. I think it is a very 
interes ting presentation and I wish you the best luck, but I do think 
the Chairman has a point tha t everybody will agree, I know you will.

Ambassador Resor. Certainly.
Senator  Symington. You have the economic problems and I don’t 

think anybody will agree that  the countries in Europe have done the ir 
share over the years.

Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman McClellan. Senator Brooke.
Senator  Brooke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

5
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Mr. Chairman , I certainly want to  thank you for having  this  h ear
ing and giv ing the  Ambassador an opportunity to make a presenta tion 
and respond to questions, because this has been a very important 
matter which has come before us annually and we have every reason 
to believe tha t it will continue to do so.

Mr. Ambassador, I am very much encouraged by your response to 
the chairman that  you have some optimism MBFR negotiations will 
be successful.

[Deleted.]
I do have a series of questions. I  will ask you a few and the others 

will he submitted for the record.
/ t  I do not favor  a unilateral reduction in forces in Europe. I have

never voted for one, I do not intend to vote for one this year. I be
lieve the negotiations that  are going on offer the best hope for security 
at lower levels of mili tary capability  for both sides.

f I think that  you would be seriously handicapped if you did have a
unilateral reduction at this time, and you appear to have a significant 
possibility of success in a mutual reduction of the forces, which to me 
is very, very important , and I am sure to many of our colleagues.

Is there any evidence that  the Soviet Union and its Warsaw 
Pact allies will be willing to cut thei r forces if the United States  uni
lateral ly cuts its troops stat ioned there?

Ambassador Resor. Our historical experience has been to the con
trary. If  you go back to Berlin in the early 1960’s, we have cut our 
troops in Europe from around 400,000 to 300,000.

The Soviet Union has built up its forces. Part icula rly when i t in
vaded Czechoslovakia it brought in five new divisions and those have 
not gone out. Tha t has been the major increase in the Warsaw Pact  
force level in the last  5 years.

Mr. Clarke is an expert on this, and I just wanted to be sure I am 
correct, in this.

Ambassador Resor. Yes.
Senator Brooke. Are U.S. troops stationed in Europe mainly for 

protection of the Europeans or beacuse of our own vital interests?
Senator Brooke. So it is in our own best interests?
Ambassador Resor. I have always thought it was quite clear they 

are only there for our own interests. I was reading recently Raymond 
Aron’s new book. In it he pointed out again the truism that  twice 
the U.S. has gone to fight in Europe when it didn’t have any troops 
there, and both when we might have prevented the conflict if there 
had been forces there.

Senator  Brooke. So it is in our own best interests.
Ambassador Resor. Yes.
Senator Brooke. I s it factual to argue tha t the Europeans are not 

assuming a greate portion of the defense burden of the Alliance?
Ambassador Resor. Would you repeat ?
Senator Brooke. I s it factual to argue that  the Europeans are not 

assuming a greater  portion of the defense burden of the Alliance? This  
argument has been made, as I am sure you are well aware.

Ambassador Resor. They contribute a somewhat lesser percent 
of thei r gross national product to defense than  we do. They con-

37 -1 9 9  0  -  74  -  19
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tribu te, based on 1973 figures, roughly 4.2 percent, and we contribute 
about 6.4 percent.

Senator Brooke. I  am not speaking of our GNP. I am speaking gen
erally. Are they taking on a grea ter share of the burden ?

Ambassador Resor. Yes. They have done more. Unde r the NATO 
force improvement plan they have done more over the last 3 or 4 
years.

Senator Brooke. What would be the likely effect on our European 
allies of a unilateral congressionally mandated reduction of U.S. 
forces at this point in time ?

Ambassador Resor. I think it is quite clear tha t our doing less 
would result in their doing less for the simple reason tha t their  gov- <
ernments are  under the same pressures as we are; namely, pressures to 
reduce expenditures. If  they see us do less, realizing we have better 
intelligence than they do, and believing that we have a real self-in
terest in Western Europe, if they see us do less they will think that  t
there is no reason for them to continue at their present level. They are 
already under heavy pressure to reduce. The Dutch Government, as 
you know, has recently adopted a plan to reduce, but has deferred it 
because of these negotiations. [Deleted.] The United  Kingdom is 
currently doing a defense review based on thei r budgetary prob
lems arising in large measure out of their  increased oil costs.

So I  th ink that if we were to star t the reduction process it is quito 
clear they would follow rather than  do more.

Now, the one exception, at least temporarily, would probably be 
West Germany. They seem to have good support currently for their 
defense budget.

Senator Brooke. This would be in terpreted eronmously as a signal 
to them th at there is no necessity for maintain ing th is force level.

Ambassador Resor. Yes, and they would believe t ha t the mainte
nance of conventional forces was not a viable option without our help, 
and accordingly, why spend the resources?

Senator Brooke. What would be the effect of reducing ou r conven
tional combat capabilities on the nuclear threshold issue? Would it 
tend to lower the threshold in te rms of forcing the allies to rely to a 
greater degree on tactical nuclear weapons in resisting W arsaw Pact 
forces ?

Ambassador Resor. Yes. That is correct. T am afra id that would be 
the inevitable effect.

Senator Brooke. What is the nature of the threat in terms of capa- *
bilities faced by the alliance at this  time? For the past several years  
has the Soviet Union increased or decreased its conventional capa
bilities targeted on Western Europe?

Ambassador Resor. As I have jus t pointed out. in 1968 it increased 
its forces by five divisions, and in the more than 5 years since then, 
it has been modernizing and improving the armaments of that  force 
considerably.

Senator Brooke. Do you believe we can maintain our present level 
of security while cutting  back our forces in Europe on a unilateral 
basis ?

Ambassador Resor. No. T do not. I think  that  particularly  in to
day’s age of  strategic nuclear parity, our conventional forces become 
increasingly impor tant, and. therefore . I think  it would be seriously 
adverse to our national security to reduce the level of those conven
tional forces in Western Europe.
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RELIA BILITY OX EUROPEAN NATO SEAPOWER

Senator Brooke. How dependent we are on the cooperation of var i
ous Western European maritime powers in seeing that the sea lanes 
remain open to us?

Ambassador Resor. I am not really competent to answer that.  T do 
know they make a very significant naval contribution, but I could not 
quantify it. I would be glad to supply tha t fo r the record.

Senator Brooke. Would you do that  ?
Ambassador Resor. Yes.
Senator Brooke. Thank you.
[The information follows:]

Assuming th at th e que stio n re fe rs  to a NATO wa r, the  task  of mai nt ai ni ng  
open the  seala nes of com municatio n (SLOC) in the  Atla nt ic /M ed ite rr an ea n 
would be a cooperative  effo rt involv ing  all  ou r NATO allies. In tho se in stan ce s 
where  th e Un ited Sta te s must take  un ila te ra l ac tio n to pro tec t na tio na l se cu rit y

< int eres ts,  the n th e bu rden  of prote cti ng  the  SLOC's would fall  heavily  on ou r
own Navy.

COIIESIVENESS OF EUROPEAN NATO SECURITY MEASURES

Senator Brooke. Ts there any thought tha t the Western Europeans 
have sufficient economic and political cohesion to provide almost 
wholly for their own security ?

Ambassador Resor. T think  you have correctly used the word “co
hesion.” T think because of the problems of cohesion and the  pressures 
they each are under  to  reduce defense expenditures, that  they clearly 
do not have the  capability  to do without our help.

Senator Brooke. Well, if they do not, then why is it in our interest 
to continue to insure that Western Europe remains politically and 
economically and militar ily independent ?

Ambassador Resor. Milita ry independence ?
Senator Brooke. Independent.
Ambassador Resor. Because if the population and the gross nat ional 

product of Western Europe were to fall under the dominion of the 
Soviets—and bv th at I mean not actual occupation but a Finlan diza- 
tion process, a process whereby they no longer can make independent 
political judgments, but each time they make a political judgment on 
external affairs they have to be influenced by what the Soviets want 
them to decide—I think that that  kind of a world would be a very

I different world from what we are in today.
I think i t is critical to  our own national security and the kind o f free 

world that  we stand for that tha t situation  not materialize.
Senator Brooke. Now, would a reduction of 50,000 of our troops 

r  at this time erode our ability to insure Western European
independence?

Ambassador Resor. I think a unilate ral reduction of 50,000 would, 
as I have indicated, have the effect of triggering a reduction by the 
Hutch, the Belgians, and quite possibly the United Kingdom.

Senator Brooke. I specifically want to know if, in your estimation, 
a unilateral reduction of 50.000 would tha t erode our ability to insure 
Western European  independence?

Ambassador R esor. I think a unilate ral reduction of 50,000 would 
erode it and for tha t reason I have just indicated.
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Senator Brooke. Thank yon very much. Mr. Ambassador. I think 
the presentation and responses both you and Mr. Clark  have made 
to the committee are very helpful.

Mr. Chairman, the basic question is. Can we afford to have a uni
lateral reduction of troops in Europe at this  time? I  believe the answer 
must be “No.”

Chairman McClellan. One other question. Where we have an 
interest in NATO, you th ink our interest is such th at it would be our 
responsibility to supplement what NATO countries in Western Eu
rope can and should do for themselves and not have them suffer fo r 
what we do to guarantee the ir security? I  think we are get ting the cart 
before the horse.

Are you saying that any reduction on our part,  say 50,000 or 25,000 (
troops would trigger  NATO reduction?

Ambassador Besor. No, T didn’t mean to imply that , and T want 
to correct the record because I don’t mean tha t certainly. I meant 
they would have the feeling tha t it is not feasible, it is not viable with
out our assistance.

As to the question of supplementing, I think as the figures show 
they now provide 75 percent of the  ground force manpower which, in 
turn , is 80 percent of the  troops in the area.

Chairman McClellan. They are not doing what they can and 
should do. We are supplementing for the part  that they ought to.

Mr. Clarke. Mr. Chairman, nei ther the Ambassador nor I  because of 
our primary concerns these days, is in a position out of our own im
mediate knowledge to speak to what the allies are doing, have been 
doing, and are expected to do, part icularly  under pressure of Secretary 
Schlesinger. T would urge you to hear  from people, from the Secre
tary of Defense, who do have the capacity to speak in detail and out of 
deep knowledge, because it is my impression that under the pressures 
of the programs of the last 4 or 5 years and the realization tha t the 
Jackson-Nunn amendment, as well as other things, has brought to the 
minds of the European  allies, that  more is being done. They are very 
conscious of this, and we lost no oppor tuni ty in Vienna in our own 
part icular arena to help them to remember this.

Senator Brooke. Tt is in our own interest to avoid a large unilateral 
reduction of our troops stationed in Europe. Our security is indis
solubly linked with the economic, pol itical, and mi litary  independence 
of Western Europe. That is the key consideration that should guide 
congressional action on this issue. The cost issue must be assessed £
within the framework of this overr iding  interest.

questions and answers
-5

Chairman McClellan. The following questions and answers, re
ceived subsequent to the hearings on June 24 and 25, will be placed 
in the record at this point.

(The questions and answers follow:)
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E conomic Sti m ulu s in  D ef en se  B udget

C ha irm an  McClell an . Mr.  Sec re ta ry , you st a te d  ye st er da y th a t in  De ce mbe r, 

wh en  you rece ived  fin al ou tlay  al lo wan ce  fr om  th e Office of  M an ag em en t an d 

Bud ge t, it  perm it te d  an  in cr ea se  o f ab ou t $1 bi lli on  in ou tlay s an d abo ut $ 1 ^  MI- 

lio n in  b ud ge t a u th o ri ty  f o r t he  D efen se  bud ge t.
Sec re ta ry  Sci il es in ge r. Mr.  C ha irm an , I be lie ve  I  st a te d  y es te rt la y— if  I  did n t, 

T ce rt ai nl y in te nded  to—t h a t th e  fin al ou tlay  to ta l all ow ed  by OMB w as  ab out 

$1 bil lio n h ig her  th an  it  mig ht  hav e bee n, an d th e TO  A fig ure re la te d  to  th a t 

$1 bil lio n, ab ou t .$iy 2 bi lli on  high er . I t  w as n’t a m a tt e r of  ad din g a n y th in g ; it  

was  a m att e r of  no t be ing cu t as  deep ly  as  we  fe ar ed . I th in k we  m ig ht ha ve  

been cu t fu r th e r by  th os e am ou nt s if  t he  economy  had  no t so fte ne d.
Cha irm an  McCle ll an . A fter  re ce iv ing fin al outl ay  al lowan ce s, or  ju s t p ri o r to 

rece iv ing th es e fin al al lowan ce s, did you  prop os e ad di ng  ma ny  ne w pro gra m s to  

th e Defen se  bu dg et ? Did you  so lici t th e  m il it ary  dep ar tm en ts  fo r ne w an d ad di -

')  tio na l pr og ra m s th a t wo uld  ra is e  th e FY  1975 Defen se  bu dg et  by be tw ee n $4

an d $7 bi lli on  in  bud get  au th ori ty ? In  oth er  words , a ft e r mos t of  th e  P ro gra m  

Bud ge t de cision s had  been mad e an d th e gr an d to ta l of  th e Defen se  bu dg et  had  

bee n pre tt y  mu ch es ta bl ishe d,  w as  so m ethi ng  on th e ord er  of be tw ee n $4 an d

> $7 bi lli on  ad de d in  bu dg et  au th ori ty  in la te  Dec em be r 1973?

’ Sec re ta ry  Sch le sing f.r. M r. C ha irm an , th er e is ap pare n tl y  som e misco nc ep tio n

ab ou t how a Sec re ta ry  of Defen se  fo rm ula te s a de fe ns e bu dg et  re ques t fo r an y 

p art ic u la r fisc al yea r.  F ir st , th ere  is  th e  bu dg et  revi ew  wh ich  no rm al ly  ta kes 

plac e du ring  th e su m m er  be fore  th e bu dg et  is su bm it te d to  th e Co ng res s. In  th is  

revi ew  I an d my D ep ut y ad dr es s ou rs elve s to  th e m ajo r po licy an d fo rc e s tr u c tu re  

decis ion s, or w hat  we ca ll in th e D ep ar tm en t “t he m aj or pr og ra m  is su es .” The  

Se rv ices  th en  ha ve  an  opp or tu ni ty  to  ap pe al  th es e te n ta ti ve pr og ra m  de cis ions . 

Once th es e pr og ra m  de cision s are  se tt le d,  a t le ast  fo r th e mo me nt,  th e Se rv ices  

pr ep ar e th e ir  bu dg et  re ques ts  which  a re  no rm al ly  su bm it te d to  th e Office of th e  

Se cr et ar y of D efen se  a t th e  be ginn ing of  Octo be r pr ec ed in g th e year be ing bud g

ete d. Th e D efen se  C om pt ro ller  staf f, w ith  th e as si st an ce  of  ot her  OSD elem en ts , 

revi ew s th es e bu dg et  re quest s an d mak es  re co m m en da tion s to  me  an d th e D ep uty 

Sec re ta ry  of  Defen se . Thes e re co m men da tio ns  begin  to  flow in to  my office so m e

tim e in la te  Nov em be r. I an d my Dep uty th en  addre ss  ou rselve s to th es e re co m 

men da tion s one b y one an d th e Com pt ro lle r an d o th er el em en ts  o f th e D ep ar tm en t 

are  no tif ied  of  our de cision s. And , of  co ur se , th e Se rv ices  ha ve  an  oppor tun ity*  

to  ap pe al  th es e de ci sion s, an d even  th e ea rl ie r pr og ra m  de cis ions , be fo re  th e 

bu dg et  r eq ue st  is  p u t in to  i ts  fi nal  fo rm .
N at ura lly , th ere  is a tend en cy  to  le av e som e of th e mor e dif ficult  an d tr ouble 

som e de cis ions  to  th e ver y  end of th e bu dg et  cycle. T am  to ld  th a t my pr ed ec es 

so rs  al so  fol low ed  th e sa m e pr ac tice . In  an y ev en t, be fo re  we  re ac he d our fin al  

de cis ions  on th es e mor e dif ficult  an d tro ub leso m e is su es , we co ns ul ted se ve ra l 

tim es  w ith  th e OMB in  th e  la tt e r p a rt  of  De cembe r to  ge t a b e tt e r fee l of  ho w 

our co nt em plat ed  D ef en se  bu dg et  wo uld fit in to  th e ov er al l Fed er al  bu dg et  an d 

fisc al pol icy . W ith  th e re su lt s of  th es e co nsu ltat io ns in ha nd , we th en  ad dre ss ed  

ou rselve s to  th e re m ain in g  issu es , wh ich  inv olve d se ve ra l bi lli on s of do llar s.

C ha irm an  M cCle ll an . P le as e id en ti fy  th e spe cif ic pro gra m s an d doll ar  a m ount s 

th a t were ad de d duri ng  t h e ;
L ast  m on th  o f t he  d ef en se  bud ge t c yc le ;

1 L as t 3 weeks  of  th e  d ef en se  b ud ge t cycle ;
L ast  2 w eeks of  the de fe ns e bu dg et  c ycle ; an d
L ast  w eek o f t he  d ef en se  b ud ge t cycle.
W hat  was  th e lo w es t to ta l ob lig at io na l au th o ri ty  fo r th e Defen se  bu dg et  

th a t was  ap pr ov ed  in your Pro gra m  Bud ge t de cision s duri ng  th e mon th s of  De-  

ce mbe r 1973 an d Ja n u a ry  1974.
Sec re ta ry  Sci il es in ger . A s I no ted  earl ie r.  Mr.  C ha irm an , we  did  not “a dd” 

any am ou nt s to  th e D ef en se  bu dg et  duri ng th e la s t m on th  of  th e bu dg et  cycle  in  

o rd er to  st im ula te  th e econom y. We m ad e our fin al bu dg et  de cis ions  duri ng 

th a t mon th  in th e in cr em en ta l m an ne r I ha ve  ju s t de sc rib ed . The  bud ge t re 

qu es t. as  finally su bm it te d to  th e Co ngres s, is  lo wer  th an  th e am ou nt s requ es ted 

by  th e  S erv ice s.



I will provide for the  record at  this  point a tabula tion  showing the sta tus  
of the  budget decision process  during the months of December 1973 and Ja n
uary 1974, or until  the final budget figure was  fixed. I will a lso ident ify the major 
program and dolla r amounts involved in the budget decisions made in the final period of  the budget cycle.

[The  information follows:]

Date
TO A ap pr ov al 
(cu  inu la ti ve ) 

(b il lions ) Dut c
TO A ap prov ed  
(cu m il la tiv e)  

(b ill io ns )
December 1, 1973 $41.3 December 27, 1973 87.0December 4, 1973 45. 8 December 28, 1973 87. 7December 5. 1973 46. 9 I lecember 29, 1973 87. 7December 6. 1973 Janu ary 2, 1974 - ___ 87.8December 7, 1973 77 1 lan ua rv  2, 1974 89 8December 10, 1973 83. 6 Jan uar y 4, 1974 - _ _ 92.0December 11. 1973 83. 9 Jan uary 7, 1974 92. 1December 12, 1972 84. 0 Jan uary 8, 1974 92. 1December 14. 1973 84 2 93 0December 15, 1973 84. 5 Jan uary 10, 1974 92. 6December 17. 1973 . 84. 9 Janu ary 11, 1974 . _ _ _ 92.6December 18. 1973 85. 5 Jan uary 12, 1974 92. 6December 19. 1972 _ _ 87. 0 Jan uary 15, 1974 92.6December 21, 1973 86. 1

As shown in the table above, the lowest tota l obligationa l autho rity  figure ap 
proved dur ing  the months of December 1973 and January 1974 was $43.1 billion 
as of December 1, 1973. This is not a meaningful figure since it simply represents 
the amounts involved in the budget decis ions completed as of th at  date . Among the 
budget decisions made during the l as t four weeks of the budget cycle, December IS, 
1973, th rough Jan uar y 15,1974, were the following :

(Fiscal  year 1975 tota l obliffational author ity)
(M il lion s)

Contingency  es timate for pay increases and legislat ion________________ $2, 242
POL price  increases_____________________________________________  95S
Tride nt /P os eido n_______________________________________________  1, 249
Mili tary assistance service funded (MASK) increase__________________  190
Readiness item s_________________________________________________ 1, 645
Items rela ted  to congressional action on fiscal year 1974 e stim ates______  599
Fiscal year 1974 wage board increas es______________________________  43
Flight  s imula tors________________________________________________  138
Navy flying hou rs_______________________________________________  96
All other  changes, net____________________________________________  —100

Net change________________________________________________  7, 060
These are not add-ons to stim ula te the economy. They represen t items tha t 

were known to be required , but concerning which decisions were not made until 
nearly the  end of the budget review. The first item, for example, includes the 
following:

Mill ions
Oct. 1. 1974 pay increase _________________________________________ $1, 525
Fisca l y ear  1975 wage board increase s______________________________  215
Futur e cost-of-living increase for mi litary  ret irees___________________  260
Proposed legislat ion_____________________________________________  242

T o ta l____________________________________________________  2,242
These pay estimates were not approved unt il late  in the cycle because  of the need 
to await the  lat es t inform ation  on pay rai se amounts, approved legislation,  etc. 
They are  not included in the requests thu s fa r transm itted to the Congress, but 
are  included with in the Defense totals  as a contingent estimate for  la te r trans
mitta l (see FY 1975 U.S. Government Budge t, p. 191.)

The POL price  increase item ($958 mill ion)  was also decided late,  to have the 
la tes t information.

Decisions on the  Trid ent/Poseido n prog ram came late in the cycle, as did 
decisions on read iness items. The la tter  was a comprehensive package that  had 
been unde r review and consideration , in var ious forms, since lat e las t summer.



297

)

r

In  a nu m be r of  in st an ce s th e FY  1975 est im at es  had  to  he ch an ge d,  la te  in th e  
cyc le, to  ta ke  ac co un t of  Co ng ress iona l ac tion  on th e FY  1974 Bud ge t. The re  w as  
a ne t in cr ea se  of  $599 mill ion ap prov ed  duri ng th is  pe rio d,  includ ing FY 1975 
fu nd s fo r th e DL GN  which  Co ngres s ad de d to th e FY  1974 pr og ram, am m unit io n, 
an d o th er ite ms.

E conomic Sti m ul us and tii e  F ive Year Defen se  P lan

C ha irm an  McCle ll an . Mr.  Sec re ta ry , in yo ur  te st im ony you  st a te d  th a t al l of 
th e  pr og ra m s re qu es te d in  th e FY  1975 bu dg et  were in  th e Fi ve  Y ea r Defen se  
Pro gr am .

Do es  th e F iv e Yea r D ef en se  Pro gra m  al w ay s hav e a “bow -w ave”— th a t is, th e  
second  yea r (in th is  ca se , FY  1975) is  al w ay s hi gh er  th an  th e curr en t year ? Does 
th e sec ond year usu al ly  ta ke  mas sive  cu tt in g  to  ge t it  in  line  w ith  w ha t is ev en 
tu al ly  pu t in to  t he P re s id en t’s b ud ge t fo r th a t yea r?

Sec re ta ry  Sch le si ng er . The  an sw er  to  bo th  qu es tion s is no. A key  elem en t in 
ou r PPB  syste m, fo r th e  p ast  se ve ra l ye ar s,  has been fiscal  gu idan ce . Thi s m ea ns  
th a t pr og ra m s th ro ughout th e en ti re  cy cle  are  fo rm ula te d  w ith in  a fin an cia l 
co nst ra in t,  a nd  a re  k ep t in  l in e w ith  b ud ge ta ry  re al it ie s.

C ha irm an  McClell an . F o r ex am ple, th e P re si den t’s bu dg et  message  fo r FY  
1975 show s th a t in FY  197G Nat io na l Defen se  will re quir e $101 bi lli on  in bu dg et  
au th ori ty  an d $94.8 bi ll io n in  ou tla ys . Is  th is  we ll be low  w hat  is  curr en tl y  pro 
gr am m ed  in th e D ef en se  D ep ar tm en t’s Fiv e Yea r D ef en se  Pro gr am ? W hat  is  th e  
to ta l es tim at e of bu dg et  au th ori ty  an d outlay s fo r FY  1976 in the Fiv e Yea r 
Defen se  Pro gra m  th a t w as  pr ep ar ed  a t th e same tim e as  th e FY  1975 bu dg et ?

Sec re ta ry  Sch le si ng er . The  fig ures  which  are  men tio ne d ca nn ot  be co mpa re d 
di rec ti v to  the FY DP,  f o r th re e  r ea sons .

F ir st , th e fig ures  in th e  FY  1975 b ud ge t ap ply to  th e N at io nal  Defen se  fu nc tion 
as  a  whole , in clud ing AE C, stoc kp ili ng , an d o th er D ef en se -rel at ed  ac tivi ties , whi le 
th e  Fiv e Yea r Defen se  P ro gra m  (F Y D P) ap pl ie s to  DoD /M AP alo ne . The  fig ure s 
a re  as  f o ll ow s:

Fiscal year 1976 est imate 
(do llars in bi llio ns )

Budget
authority  Outlays

National detense fiscal year 1976 est ima te per pages 40-41 of f iscal year 1975 President 's 

budget...........................................................................................................................................
Oeduct AEC, s tockpiling, etc........ .................................................................................................

$94 .8
- 2 . 8

Amount of DOD/MAR..........................................................................- ................. ............ 92 .0

I

Second , the N at io na l D ef en se  FY  1976 es tim at e in cl ud es  am ou nt s fo r pa y 
ra is es  an d pr ice in cr ea se s beyond  FY 1975, which  a re  no t includ ed  in th e FY DP ,

The  FY DP est im at e of  TO A fo r FY  1976, pre pa re d a t th e same tim e as th e 
FY  1975 bu dg et,  w as  $96 .9 bil lio n in TOA . Thi s wou ld co mpa re  mo st dir ec tly  
w ith  th e $98 bil lio n am ount fo r DoD /M AP , bu t th e co mpa riso n wo uld  ha ve  to  
ta ke  ac co un t of pr ic in g d iff eren ce s.

C ha irm an  McCle ll an . As each  y ear’s bu dg et  is  review ed , is th e Fiv e Y ea r 
Defen se  Pr og ra m  (F Y D P ) us ed  as  th e s ta rt in g  p oint  fro m which  la rg e re du ct io ns  
a re  mad e— be ca us e of  th e  ve ry  “s oft ” na tu re  of  m an y of  th e pr og ra m s th a t a re  
in clud ed  in th e FY D P?

Sec re ta ry  Sch le sing er . The FY DP is  not  “v ery  so ft ” in  th e sen se  th a t m ult i
bi lli on  ad ju st m ents  a re  mad e.  As I in di ca te d ear li er , th e  en ti re  FY DP,  as  we ll 
as th e  bu dg et es tim at es , is  now deve lop ed  w ithi n fiscal  gu idan ce , th a t is, w ithi n 
ve ry  ti gh t bu dg et const ra in ts . Mo reo ver , th e Jan u a ry  FY D P is no t th e ba se  fo r 
th e  ne xt  fa ll ’s p ro gra m /b udge t rev iew . An in te ns iv e pr ogra m  review  is co nd uc ted 
in  th e summer , an d th e FY D P is upd at ed  on th e ba si s of  th a t rev iew . In  th e 
19G0’s, th e bu dg et  su bm ission s were unco nst ra in ed an d la rg e re du ct io ns  were 
mad e by th e Sec re ta ry  of D ef en se  duri ng th e co ur se  of  th e  fa ll  pro gra m /b udget 
re vi ew —on the ord er  of  $15 to  $20 bil lio n. L as t fa ll , th e  ne t re du ct io n in th e 
bu dg et  re qu es ts  s ub m it te d to  my  office was  $2.7 b ill ion.

C ha irm an  McCi.ei.la n. Can  you as su re  us  th a t al l of th e pr og ra m s in th e Five - 
Y ea r Defen se  P la n a re  ne ed ed  fo r va lid  ne ce ss ar y re quir em en ts ? Ar e th ere  an y 
pr ocu re m en t an d re se ar ch  and  de ve lopm en t pro gr am s in cl ud ed  fo r fu ndin g in
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th e  Five -Y ea r Defen se  P la n  th a t as su m e fa vo ra bl e de cision s on th e val id ity of 
th e  m il it ar y  re qu irem en ts?

ISec re tar y Sci iles inge r. The  FY'DP fo r an y p art ic u la r pe riod  of  tim e ref lec ts 
th e  be st  j ud gm en ts  of th e  D ef en se  D ep ar tm en t as  to w hat  is re qu ir ed  fo r m il it ar y  
pu rp os es . Nothing  is incl ud ed  fo r o th er  th an  m il it ar y  reas on s.  It 's  obvious,  of 
co ur se , th a t pr og rams, an d es pe ci al ly  dollar  am ou nt s,  fo r th e la te r yea rs—say,  
FY  1979 or  FY 1989—are  su b je ct to change , an d th ey  will  in fa ct  be ch an ge d 
in  man y ca ses be fore  fu nd s a re  re qu es ted of th e Co ngres s. The y are  su bj ec t to 
ch an ge  fo r ma ny  re as on s—ch an ge s in  in te ll ig en ce  es tim at es , tec hnology, uni t 
co sts , re la ti ve pr io ri ti es , etc . As  is to  be ex pe cted , th e en ti re  FY DP is su bj ec t to 
co nt in uo us  re as se ss m en t an d some  pr og ra m s ma y no t be pu rs ued  to comp let ion. 
B ut by th e sa m e toke n,  ne w pr og ra m s,  no t pr es en tly  an ti ci pat ed , ar e  lik ely to be 
ap pr ov ed  d uri ng th e fiv e-y ear pro gra m  p er iod.

CO NCL UDIN G RE MAR KS

Chairman McClellan. Well, Mr. Ambassador, we do thank you 
and .Mr. Clarke for your presentation. My only regret is that  we really 
don t have more time. 1 would like to go into this subject further.

Thank you.
Ambassador Resor. Thank you very much, sir.

conclusion of hearings

Chairman McClellan. That concludes the Defense hearings for 
fiscal year 1975. The subcommittee will recess and reconvene at the 
call of the Chair.

[W hereupon, at 12:15 p.m., Wednesday, Ju ly 31, the hearings were 
concluded and the subcommittee was recessed to reconvene at the call 
of the Chair.]
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